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The Senate met at 9:15 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable WiL-
LIAM PROXMIRE, a Senator from the
State of Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Our
prayer today will be offered by Chap-
lain Donal “Jack” Squires, lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Air Force, retired, of
Fairmont, WV. Chaplain Squires is
sponsored by Senator BYRD.

PRAYER

The guest chaplain, Chaplain Donal
“Jack” Squires, lieutenant colonel,
USAF (retired), 101 Vine Street, Fair-
mont, WV, offered the following
prayer:

O God, we ask Thy blessings upon
all assembled here today. Grant that
this body be hallowed with deeds of
service to Thee and to humankind.
May justice prevail in all deliberations,
and grant that those who participate
in the process be blessed with wisdom
beyond their years. May these Sena-
tors, and the decisions they reach, be
an integral part of history. We pray
that the record will be pleasing in Thy
sight. May none but honest and wise
individuals make judgments under this
roof. For we ask it in Thy name.
Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. STENNIS].

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 28, 1987.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I
hereby appoint the Honorable WiLLiam
PROXMIRE, a Senator from the State of Wis-
consin, to perform the duties of the Chair,

JoHN C. STENNIS,
President pro tempore.

Mr. PROXMIRE thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the standing order, the
majority leader is recognized.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Journal
of proceedings be approved to date.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

LT. COL. DONAL M. SQUIRES,
GUEST CHAPLAIN

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I know
that I speak for ali of our colleagues in
expressing my appreciation to Lieuten-
ant Colonel Squires for the sensitive
irvocation in which he led us this
morning.

Lt. Col. Donal M. Squires—to his
close friends ‘“‘Jack’ Squires—comes to
us from Fairmont, WV. Lieutenant
Colonel Squires is a native of Fair-
mont, and earned his B.A. degree in
education from Fairmont State Col-
lege. An ordained minister in the West
Virginia Conference of the United
Methodist Church, Lieutenant Colonel
Squires went on to earn his master of
divinity degree at Duke University.

In 1954, Lieutenant Colonel Squires
became a chaplain in the U.S. Air
Force, and enjoyed a long and distin-
guished career in that branch of serv-
ice. Among other assignments, he
served as a chaplain at various Air
Force installations in Alaska, Vietnam,
Montana, Mississippi, and the Azores.
He was also assigned as the Air Force
chaplain at Washington National Air-
port with the Air Force unit serving
the President during Dwight Eisen-
hower’s tenure, and ended his official
career as the senior Air Force chaplain
in charge of Air Force funerals at Ar-
lington National Cemetery, retiring
from the Air Force in 1972.

Retirement did not mean an end of
Lieutenant Colonel Squires’ service,
however. On a voluntary basis, he is
the department chaplain for the West
Virginia district of the American

Legion. He is also proud of the fact
that, as chairman of the Fairmont
area United Way campaign in 1986, he
led his fellow Fairmonters in reaching
their United Way Fund goal for the
first time in 19 years.

We are glad to have Lieutenant
Colonel Squires as a Senate guest
today, and I hope that he will find his
time here with us rewarding and inter-
esting.

Mr., President, I also thank our
Senate Chaplain for his courtesy and
his warm welcome which he has
always extended to our visitors.

REACHING CRITICAL MASS IN
THE PERSIAN GULF

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the stakes
for the United States, and indeed all
the free world, in the Persian Gulf
have always been high. Today they
are growing even higher and may be
reaching a critical mass.

This is due to a convergence of the
following factors:

First, substantial erosion of Ameri-
ca's credibility as a superpower with
staying power, integrity, and a consist-
ent policy line. This is particularly
acute in the gulf region because of the
shocking effect that the revelations of
secret sales of weapons to Iran have
had, coupled with the twin military
setbacks represented by the destruc-
tion of the marine barracks in Beirut
and the devastation of the U.S.S.
Stark on Sunday, May 17, of this year.

Second, the continued intensity of
the Iran-Iraq war, with the introduc-
tion of a new factor: Increasingly
direct violent attacks on Kuwaiti inter-
ests, including its ships, its territory,
and on the ships of other nations
bound for its ports.

Third, a nervous Kuwait which is at-
tempting to bring the United States
into the gulf as its protector and with
the basic underlying goal of commit-
ting American prestige and power to
bringing an end to the Iran-Iraq war.
The form that this policy goal is
taking is the attempt to effectuate an
arrangement whereby her tanker
ships are under the American flag and
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escorted through the Persian Gulf by
American warships.

Fourth, accelerating Soviet diplo-
matic initiatives in the gulf and else-
where in the Middle East, partly as a
result of American hesitancy deriving
from Irangate and Beirut, and partly
from the new dynamism of the Gorba-
chev regime. Kuwait appears to be
using the Soviet card to draw the
United States into the gulf. Such ini-
tiatives will intensify if the Soviets
exist Afghanistan.

Fifth, a widening range of Iranian
weapons, platforms, and systems, in-
cluding Chinese silkworm missiles
which can completely cover the Straits
of Hormuz and have an explosive
power some five times that of the
Exocet missile which nearly sank the
Stark. In addition, the complicating
factor of a new revolutionary guard
Iranian navy, separate from the tradi-
tional Iranian Navy, and presumably
more unpredictable.

Mr. President, we have had a very
serious erosion of our credibility as a
result of policies arrived at the wrong
way—secretly. The only reason for
that kind of practice is that the result-
ing policy for some reason cannot
stand the light of day, cannot stand
the scrutiny of the checks and bal-
ances of the American democratic
system. Have we not learned anything
from this experience? Have we not
learned that any policy which puts our
sons and daughters out there on the
edge, has to have the support of the
American people? Have we not learned
that any policy to be sustained in the
long run must be built the right way—
through the forging of a consensus
with the Congress?

Last week the Congress sent a mes-
sage to the administration by the over-
whelming margin of a 91 to 5 vote.
The message is simple—effective oper-
ations in the Persian Gulf, the wisdom
of engaging in new commitments
which risk our national prestige, and
the interests of the free world and the
lives of our fighting men will have to
have the support of the Congress and
the American people.

Senator SasseR returned 2 days ago
from his preliminary investigation of
the Stark incident, and discussions
with U.S. and foreign officials and
Persian Gulf countries. Senators
WaARNER and GLENN left last night on
the second leg of this Senate investiga-
tion. There are many important unre-
solved issues and questions which
must be resolved before we deepen our
commitment in the Persian Gulf.

First, what are the real threats to
our forces in that region and are they
adequately understood?

Second, does an enhanced escort role
through the tanker protection initia-
tive advanced by the Government of
Kuwait, have a provocative or deter-
rent effect on Iran, and what should
be the role of air cover?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

In the interests of prudence, I
assume air cover is needed and re-
quired until I am convinced otherwise.
I agree with Secretary Weinberger on
this matter, and believe it needs to be
further pursued with both U.S. carrier
air and gulf ground-based forces.

Third, regarding United States naval
forces, are they ready to respond to
the range of threats, assuming a sub-
stantial element of unpredictability
and irrationality on the part of the
Iranians?

Fourth, the United States wants
other principal oil customers who have
traditionally believed in freedom of
navigation to fairly share the risk. The
prospects for United Kingdom and
French participation are mixed; it
would take some time to develop such
a formal force, and Kuwait, though
supportive of other countries playing a
greater role, clearly right now intends
to play the Soviet Union against the
United States on the matter of who
flags their ships.

Mr. President, I believe no new com-
mitments should be undertaken in the
gulf until first, the results of the Navy
inquiry of the incident by Admiral
Sharp are available; second, the re-
sults of the Iragi inquiry by Admiral
Rogers are available; and third, the
report required by the Byrd-Dole-
Sasser amendment has been delivered
and digested. No new commitments
should be entered into, in my opinion,
until we are completely satisfied that
a militarily effective plan, based on ca-
pabilities as well as past practices,
with an insurance factor for the un-
predictable, has been developed and
will be implemented.

I hope the administration will un-
dertake to clearly explain the policy
and the long-term goals of this Nation
to the American people. The failure to
build this kind of necessary support
before we put this Nation's sons and
daughters at risk jeopardizes our Na-
tion’s ability to keep its commitments
around the globe.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the standing order, the
Republican leader is recognized for
not to exceed 5 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time of
the Republican leader be reserved.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

BICENTENNIAL MINUTE
MAY 28, 1913: J. HAMILTON LEWIS BECOMES
FIRST SENATE PARTY WHIP
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, 74 years
ago today, on May 28, 1913, James
Hamilton Lewis, a Democratic Senator
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from Illinois, became the first elected
Senate party whip. The creation of
that post, and Lewis’ appointment to
it, followed in the wake of the 1912
elections. Those contests had placed
the Democratic Party in control of the
White House and the Senate for the
first time in nearly 20 years. Those vic-
tories occurred because of a split be-
tween the Republican Party’s progres-
sive and the regular factions.

President Woodrow Wilson and
Senate Majority Leader John Kern
recognized that they had a limited
time to demonstrate to the Nation
that their party could govern effec-
tively. In the House, the Democrats
enjoyed a huge majority. In the
Senate, however, that party had a
modest six-vote margin. This placed a
great responsibility on Majority
Leader Kern for the success of the
President’s legislative program. Ac-
cordingly, he and senior progressives
within the Democratic Caucus, sought
to impose rigorous party discipline on
party members. This called for the es-
tablishment of a system that would
ensure the necessary votes were avail-
able to support administration meas-
ures both in the caucus and on the
Senate floor.

It is worth noting that both Majori-
ty Leader Kern, and Whip Lewis, were
freshmen Senators at the time of their
leadership election. Kern had begun
his service just 2 years earlier. Lewis
had been a Senator for only 2 months.
J. Hamilton Lewis, whose portrait
today hangs outside the Senate Cham-
ber, served as whip until his election
defeat in 1918. He was reelected to the
Senate in 1930. In 1933 he resumed
the post of Democratic whip, which he
held until his death 6 years later.

In 1915, Senate Republicans ap-
pointed New York’s James Wadsworth
as their first whip and conference sec-
retary. A week later they divided those
positions and elected Charles Curtis of
Kansas as whip.

LETTER FROM PRESIDENT
REAGAN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, over the
past few weeks we have seen how
deeply so many Senators feel about
the Levin-Nunn amendment to the de-
fense authorization bill. Thirty-four of
us wrote to the President expressing
our support. I recently received his
reply which I would like to share with
all my colleagues.

President Reagan writes that his in-
terpretation of the ABM Treaty is
based on a thorough analysis of the
treaty’s negotiating record, and that
the administration continues its
review of the ratification process and
subsequent practice. Perhaps most im-
portantly, the President reiterates
that his consultations with the Senate
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will continue, and will include all these
factors.

As we proceed with these consulta-
tions we should bear in mind that the
informal statements of individual Sen-
ators bind neither the United States
nor the Soviet Union. In this case,
only the President can interpret our
treaty obligations. Before arguing to
the contrary we should heed the Presi-
dent’s words:

If we are seen as having to negotiate first
in Washington, the Soviets will only stall
further to see what we are forced to give up
even before we get to the table in Geneva.

I commend the President’s letter to
my colleagues and ask that it be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The letter follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, May 26, 1987.
Hon. Bop DOLE,
Republican Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

Dear Bos: Thank you for your strong sup-
port for the Presidential prerogative of
treaty interpretation as is reflected in your
letter of February 10. It is precisely because
I am intent on preserving the strength and
vitality of both SDI and Executive preroga-
tives that I have directed that consultations
be undertaken with the Congress and our
Allies.

I agree that I am not bound by informal
statements of individual Senators. The rati-
fication record is only one of the three
bodies of records with a bearing on the issue
of treaty interpretation, the other two being
the Treaty and its associated negotiating
record and the subsequent practices of the
parties. We need to bear in mind as well,
that our statements in seeking ratification
do not similarly bind the Soviet Union.

As you know, my decision that a broader
interpretation of the ABM Treaty is fully
justified was based on a thorough investiga-
tion of the Treaty and its associated negoti-
ating record. I have directed the State De-
partment to continue our deliberate and or-
derly study of these records. I anticipate
that our consultations with the Congress
will include all of these factors.

It is important, as we conduct our consul-
tations, that individual Members recognize,
as you do, the vital role SDI can play in our
Nation's future security and the important
role it has already played in getting the So-
viets finally to discuss deep reductions in
strategic offensive weapons.

Constraints on our program imposed by
the Congress can only result in increased
Soviet intransigence in Geneva. If we are
seen as having to negotiate first in Washing-
ton, the Soviets will only be encouraged to
stall further to see what we are forced to
give up even before we get to the table in
Geneva.

With your continued strong support and
leadership, I am sure that we can sustain
our progress on SDI while negotiating stabi-
lizing arms reduction agreements with the
Soviets that will enhance U.S. and Allied se-
curity.

Again, thanks for your steadfast support.

Sincerely,
RoN.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
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will now be a period for the transac-
tion of morning business, not to
extend beyond the hour of 9:30 a.m.,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for not more than 1 minute
each.

The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Illinois will yield, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin, who
is now presiding over the Senate, may
have 5 minutes as in morning business
and be permitted to speak therein,
with that time to come out of the 30
minutes for debate to be equally divid-
ed on both sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair thanks the majority
leader. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from Illinois.

(The remarks of Mr. SIMON appear
later in today's REcorp under State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Byrp). The Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. PROXMIRE] is recognized.

MESSAGE FROM THE U.S.S.
“STARK” TO ©STAR WARS:
DON'T GO

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
what does the tragic death of 37 Amer-
ican sailors on the U.S.S. Stark tell us
about the onrushing military technol-
ogy? It tells us that this rapidly devel-
oping new military advance has made
weapons extraordinarily swift and
lethal. It tells us that this heartbreak-
ing destruction of human life can take
place by sheer accident. It tells us
that, no matter how elaborate and re-
liable the defensive equipment de-
signed to prevent such an accident,
human failure can result in catastro-
phe.

Now, Mr. President, let us leap 30 or
50 years ahead. Let’s say the year is
2027—40 years from now. Assume that,
at a cost of one-and-a-half trillion dol-
lars, we have researched, developed,
produced and deployed SDI, with a
full array of kinetic kill vehicles
[KKV’'s] or battle stations with all the
necessary backup and defensive gear
necessary to provide protection. The
American Physical Society has told us
that we will have to achieve an aston-
ishing improvement in our particle
beams and lasers so that we can in-
stantaneously strike most of the
ICBM's the Soviet Union might fire at
this country.

Let's assume that we do that. So we
stand ready to knock off almost all of
the nuclear warheads that might leave
the Russian MIRV'd missiles before
they strike American targets.

Let’s assume we have succeeded in
putting into place a computer system
that can instantly and flawlessly co-
ordinate this vast strategic defense ini-
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tiative [SDIl. We are ready, willing
and able to act the instant the Secre-
tary General of the Communist party
puts his finger on the button. All of
our giant SDI apparatus—all one-and-
a-half trillion dollars of it—lies out
there, like a coiled spring, with every
ICBM launcher in the Soviet Union on
sea, in the air and on land in its target
sights constantly ready to go.

But wait a minute. Like the com-
mander of the Stark, we recognize
that if we leave this vast infinitely de-
structive system ready to strike at all
times, it could be triggered by a rogue
missile, maybe a Mu'ammar Qadhafi
special, artfully crafted to kick off a
war that could destroy both superpow-
ers.

Unlike the commander of the Stark,
we cannot “turn off” SDI. The SDI
surveillance, acquisition, and discrimi-
nation devices would always be oper-
ational—as our intelligence satellites
are now. But the critical link is the
human decision to actually fire the
system once warning has been ob-
tained. Some would say this must be
automatic given the time constraints,
others say a human must make the de-
cision. And there, Mr. President, is the
rub.

Mr. President, the tragedy of the
U.S.S. Stark was the failure of fallible
humans to be able to control and
handle a highly complex military
technology. The Stark was specially
equipped with a defensive capability
that certainly should have assured its
invulnerability to a missile attack.
Indeed, the Sfark was designed for
that express purpose. Why was the
Stark deployed in the Persian Gulf?
Answer: to protect oil tankers bringing
oil, the vital source of energy to the
free world.

Did those who designed the U.S.S.
Stark understand the danger of this
kind of mission? Of course they did.
Were they confident the Stark could
fire its defensive missiles and intercept
the incoming missiles from hostile
planes before the missiles could strike
the oil tankers the Stark was charged
to defend? Sure. They understood that
fully. So what happended? So what
happened was that, under the condi-
tions of grim reality, the Stark could
not even defend itself.

The story of the Stark is one we
should ponder carefully as we consider
the wisdom of proceeding with SDI or
star wars. The Stark had a mission as-
tonishingly similar to the mission of
star wars. The Stark’s mission was to
defend oil tankers against missile
attack. The SDI mission is to defend
American targets, including our cities,
against Soviet missile attack. The
Stark was a victim of the complexity
and danger of its own technology. It
was victimized because neither the
human beings that designed and pro-
duced the technology nor the human
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beings who operated the technology
were infallible. The lesson of the Stark
is that the more complex the technol-
ogy, the less is the human fallibility
the technology can tolerate without
committing fatal errors.

The technology of the Siark was,
indeed, formidable. But it is like a
baby’s toy in simplicity compared to
the technology of SDI. The SDI tech-
nology, with its infinitely fast lasers
and particle beams, its elaborate battle
stations, its enormously complex com-
puter system, will demand a God-like
infallibility. But let us not kid our-
selves, The human beings operating
SDI in the year 2027 and beyond will
be little if any more skilled, they will
be little if any less prone to mistakes
than the people manning our techno-
logical defenses today.

Think of it Mr. President. Here we
sit in the U.S. Senate, just 200 years
after the Congress was created. Are we
really wiser, more prudent, less fallible
than the Founding Fathers who pro-
ceeded us seven or eight generations
ago? Where is the James Madison
among us? Where is the Jefferson or
Adams or Ben Franklin? Have we im-
proved? Here's one Senator who
wouldn’t want to bet on it.

Will our successors improve enough
so that while our generation could not
operate the relative kindergarten tech-
nology of the U.S.8. Stark without a
fatal and tragic accident, we think our
successors, one or two generations
from now, will be able to safely oper-
ate a technology as infinitely complex
and dangerous as SDI? The answer is
never and no way.

There is much to be said for the in-
tellectual caliber of President Ronald
Reagan, Vice President George Bush,
Attorney General Ed Meese, Secretary
Sam Pierce, Secretary Cap Weinberg-
er, but I cannot see a great improve-
ment over Washington, Jefferson, and
Alexander Hamilton. Somehow in
terms of human fallibility we have not
come that far in the past 200 years. So
remember the Stark and put down this
Senator as skeptical when it comes to
reducing human fallibility in the next
40 years when we are ready and set to
go with SDI.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

TRIBUTE TO MAYOR ART LA
CROIX OF RAPID CITY, SD

Mr. DASCHLE., Mr. President, On
May 29 in Rapid City, SD, people will
be gathering to pay tribute to an ex-
ceptional leader. His name is Arthur
Paul LaCroix. He has just completed
12 years of outstanding service as
mayor of Rapid City.

When Art LaCroix first took the
oath of public office, Rapid City had
recently been devastated by the flood
of 1972. You may recall some of the
news footage of that flood and the
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wound it ripped from one end of the
city to the other.

You would not recognize that city
today. They call it the Star of the
}Vest, and they are right. It is beauti-
ul.

Many in Rapid City deserve great
credit for that transformation, but
their leader has been Art LaCroix. In
the ravaged path of the flood, Rapid
City, under Art LaCroix, built a green-
way of parks, golf courses, bike and
hiking trails, and gardens. It was a
monumental effort and a remarkable
gift to future generations.

In Art LaCroix’s term as mayor,
Rapid City grew. Did it ever. More
than 12,000 new jobs. More than 2,000
new businesses. Nearly 400 million dol-
lars’ worth of new construction.

This is no sleepy cow town. This is a
city with a future made bolder and
brighter because it had a leader the
caliber of Art LaCroix.

On his desk, Art kept a snapshot of
his first grandchild and on that snap-
shot, he wrote with a marking pen,
“The future looks bright.” That tells
you a lot about this man. He has never
taken his eyes off a positive vision of
the future.

Art LaCroix moved to Rapid City as
a young boy with eight brothers and
sisters. He sold newspapers on the
street to pay for school supplies. He
earned a battlefield commission in the
U.S. Army in WWIL.

Art met and married Trude while
stationed in Vienna after the war.
When they returned to Rapid City,
Art worked for a floor coverings busi-
ness and eventually became a partner
in that business. He is a talented artist
whose sculpture has been cited in the
National Geographic and Lapidary
Journal.

Art and Trude have given decades of
service to the community: Boys Club,
Little League, their church, the
YMCA, the Red Cross, the list keeps
growing. I suspect that this dedication
to community service is far from being
played out. After a well-deserved vaca-
tion, I expect that Art and Trude will
soon find themselves immersed in
some new positive contribution to
Rapid City's future—and I think that’s
what the gathering on the 29th is
really all about.

It's a celebration—a celebration of a
man and career I proudly commend to
the attention of my colleagues because
it is a profile in the kind of leadership
our country needs.

APPLAUDING HOFFMANN
LAROCHE

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment to recognize the
contribution to our Nation's health of
a leading health care company, Hoff-
mann-LaRoche, Inc. At a tribute ban-
quet, the National Organization for
Rare Disorders presented Hoffmann-
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LaRoche with its 1987 Corporate Lead-
ership Award for its continuing leader-
ship role in the research and develop-
ment of orphan drug therapies for ex-
ceptionally rare diseases. Bristol-
Myers was also honored for their
work.

In her remarks at the presentation
of the award, NORD executive direc-
tor, Abbey Meyers said, “Hoffmann-
LaRoche has exhibited extraordinary
commitment to people with rare dis-
eases, having developed more orphan
drugs than any other pharmaceutical
company during the last two decades.”

As one of those responsible for pas-
sage of the Orphan Drug Act in 1983, I
have long been supportive of private
efforts to find cures for diseases too
rare to constitute an effective commer-
cial market, too rare to justify in
purely commercial terms the great ex-
pense of testing a drug and moving it
through the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration to approval. Thus, I too would
like to join NORD in recognizing the
generous, long-term commitment of
Hoffmann-LaRoche to orphan disor-
der research. The company truly has
served as a model for the entire indus-
try.

Mr. President, I would ask unani-
mous consent that there be inserted
into the REcorp at this point the re-
marks delivered by Dr. Ronald Kuntz-
man, vice president of research and de-
velopment of Hoffmann-LaRoche as
he accepted the award for his compa-
ny. I believe my colleagues will find
them edifying.

There being no objection, the re-
marks were ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

REMARKS OF DR. RONALD KUNTZMAN

Good evening Senator Hatch, Representa-
tive Whitten, other distinguished Members
of Congress, fellow colleagues in biomedical
research, the Board of Directors of the Na-
tional Organization for Rare Disorders and
other distinguished representatives of gov-
ernment and industry.

On behalf of everyone at Hoffmann-LaR-
oche, thank you. And I would especially like
to thank the National Organization for
Rare Disorders for its dedication to the
fight against orphan diseases and for giving
hope to the millions of Americans who
suffer from them.

The organization's recognition of our con-
tributions to the discovery and development
of medicines for rare disorders is especially
gratifying because of our long-standing com-
mitment to orphan drugs. In fact, this is our
second such “first."

Last year we were the first health eare
company to receive recognition from the
Department of Health and Human Services
for our pioneering efforts in this field. Now
you have also chosen to honor us as the
first corporation to receive this most mean-
ingful award at the same time that you are
honoring two of the leaders in Congress.
Senator Hatch and Representative Whitten,
who have been so important to orphan drug
development. And, I might add, they are
also to be commended for their efforts in
support of FDA and FDA funding.
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While the Congress and the research-in-
tensive health care industry may not always
see eye to eye, We both share the same
vision when it comes to the discovery of new
drugs. What we both clearly see is an obliga-
tion to do our best to discover and develop
treatments—and cures when we can—for
diseases which afflict the few as well as for
those which afflict the many, This is the
foundation of a bridge—between the health
care industry and the legislative. Regula-
tory and scientific branches of Government
and academe—that links us with another
common goal: quality health care for all
Americans,

And that, it seems to me, is what the Na-
tional Organization for Rare Disorders is all
about—building bridges between industry,
academe, government and voluntary organi-
zations for the health and well-being of the
patients to whom we're all dedicated.

They are the real winners tonight—the 20
million Americans who suffer from these
rare diseases and the hundreds of thousands
we have together already been able to help.
Here are some of the patients with rare dis-
eases whom Hoffmann-LaRoche has been
able to help:

The people who can now enjoy the sun-
shine without experiencing the itching and
inflammation of a disorder known as eryth-
ropoietic protophyria—sensitivity to sun-
light—because of Solatene;

Patients with epilepsy who have not re-
sponded to conventional drugs but have
benefited from Klonopin;

People whose lives have been saved by the
availability of Nipride in hypertensive
crises;

Dialysis patients who are unable to metab-
olize vitamin D on their own are helped by
Rocaltrol, an end product of vitamin D:

Hodgkins disease sufferers for whom Ma-
tulane was a breakthrough drug;

And, within days from now, Hoffmann-
LaRoche will introduce a medicine, Provo-
choline, which can diagnose perhaps as
many as 100,000 cases of atypical asthma
that might otherwise go undetected. Pa-
tients who previously did not know the
cause of their discomfort can now be prop-
erly diagnosed and treated.

Why does Hoffmann-LaRoche undertake
the development and marketing of products
like these, which by the nature of the popu-
lations they serve are of limited commercial
value? It's not because of any financial in-
centives provided under the orhpan drug
law, Six orphan medicines Roche marketed
in the United States in the 1970's predated
the law and its tax incentives. Although the
law is a very good thing for orphan products
development, it is nevertheless clear that
Hoffmann-LaRoche for one did not need
legislation to dictate its social conscience.

We develop orphan medicines because we
are in the health care business. We are in
the business of discovering, developing,
making and marketing original health care
products. And we never lose sight of the pa-
tients we are conducting our research for.

As you all probably know, the private re-
search-intensive pharmaceutical companies
have discovered, not just developed, almost
all new prescription medicines available in
the United States. The point is that the
American system of biomedical research, de-
spite its flaws, is the best in the history of
the world. In this the centennial year of the
National Institutes of Health, the centenni-
al year in a very real sense of biomedical re-
search in this country, let us rededicate our-
selves to the common quest of the NIH, the
research-intensive health care industry,
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medical centers and institutions, the elected
and appointed officials of government, and,
indeed, the National Organization for Rare
Disorders: the common quest is research for
new and better health care products to im-
prove, sustain or save lives.

At Roche, every working day, we rededi-
cate ourselves to original research with a
worldwide investment of $2 million. Today,
on behalf of the company I represent, the
Roche researchers who set and maintained
over the year our research direction of
social responsibility, I reaffirm our commit-
ment to quality health care products—for
the many and for the few.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn-
ing business is closed.

SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS 1987

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REID). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to the consid-
eration of H.R. 1827, which the clerk
will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1827) making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1987, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the bill.

Pending:

(1) Metzenbaum-Hatch Amendment No.
218, to provide $500,000 for grants and con-
tracts under section 5 of the Orphan Drug
Act, and to reduce funds for travel expenses
of the Department of Health and Human
Services.

(2) Hollings-Bumpers Amendment No. 226,
to provide for continuation of disaster loan
making activities.

MOTION TO TABLE MOTION TO RECONSIDER VOTE
BY WHICH FOURTH EXCEPTED COMMITTEE
AMENDMENT WAS AGREED TO
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, there will now be

26 minutes’ debate on a motion to

table the motion to reconsider the

vote by which the fourth excepted
committee amendment was agreed to.

The Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized.

Mr. DECONCINI. I ask unanimous
consent that the time allocated in sup-
port of the motion to table, which
would normally be set aside for the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], be
yielded to me, under my control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the Chair.

We have a short time now. We went
over this at some length last week, had
a vote where the DeConcini amend-
ment would extend the employer sanc-
tions for only 4 months. It was ap-
proved by only two votes—really one
vote, with Senator SiMPSON reversing
his vote in order to correctly procedur-
ally ask for a reconsideration of that
vote.

Mr. President, there are several im-
portant things to note that have hap-
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pened since then. No. 1, the INS has
voluntarily come forward and ex-
tended by its own executive regula-
tions and rules, a 1-month period indi-
cating very clearly that they were not
ready last week, were not ready last
month to compose these particular
sanctions. As I argued last week, the
book was not even in the printers, As
of this morning, we are advised the
handbook is still not in the Joint Com-
mittee on Printing for printing, al-
though it has been approved or signed
off by the INS. That indicates that we
are not prepared as a government to
impose these sanctions and we should
grant the 4-month extension.

Mr. President, I want the record to
show that the NFIB has sent a post-
card to every Member of the Senate
indicating as follows:

RETAIN DECONCINI LANGUAGE IN
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
Dear Senator:

On behalf of the more than 500,000 small
buisness members of the National Federa-
tion of Independent Business (NFIB), I
want to urge you to support retention of
Senator DeConcini's amendment to extend
the education period under the Immigration
Reform and Control Act of 1986 until Octo-
ber 1, 1987.

On Thursday, May 21, the Senate voted
48-45 to retain this language. At that time a
motion to table a motion to reconsider was
made. Debate on the motion and any votes
have been postponed till Thursday, May 28.

Due to the lateness in the publication of
the final regulations as well as the printing
and distribution of I-9's, employers will not
have the original six months envisioned by
Congressional supporters of immigration
reform. Rather, they will have just two
weeks, if that.

NFIB members supported passage of
IRCA through both the House and Senate.
We believe that it is in the best interests of
everyone to extend the education period to
ensure a more positive and effective compli-
ance with the Act.

Once again, I urge you to support all ef-
forts to retain Senator DeConcini's amend-
E}ﬁnt in the supplemental appropriations

Sincerely,
Joun J. MorLEY III,
Director,
Federal Governmental Relations.

Mr. President, we hear arguments
that we cannot put this off, that we
are changing the enforcement, that we
are altering major legislation, that we
are going to be extending the period of
time for the amnesty or the legaliza-
tion period. That is just not correct.
We are simply asking Congress here to
grant a period of four additional
months.

Why? This bill was effective Decem-
ber 1, 1986. As of that date, it was ille-
gal to hire someone who could not
prove that they were in this country
correctly and validly and legally. As a
result of that, as a result of the law,
there was provided a 6-month period
until June 1 before the sanctions
would take place. Why? In order that
the INS, the U.S. Federal Govern-
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ment, could educate the employer and
the employee as to the significance
and the ramifications of this particu-
lar legislation. That was commenced.

It was not until April 8 that the con-
tract was signed with the California
public relations firm that would grant
the public information contract to at-
tempt to explain and educate the
public in this area.

It was not until mid-May, 2 weeks
before the date of the sanctions, that
the regulations were published. As of
today, the handbook explaining these
regulations, explaining the necessity,
has yet to be sent in the mail and will
not be until probably the end of next
week, after the date that it is to
become effective.

INS finally, after they saw a vote on
this floor was going to extend it, vol-
untarily came forward to extend it for
a l-month period. We are asking for a
reasonable amount of time to assist
employers and employees. As I indicat-
ed last week, this is supported by a
multitude of various groups and orga-
nizations ranging from the Small Busi-
ness Federation, through the Ameri-
can Civil Liberties Union, American
Immigration Lawyers Association, the
Hebrew Immigration Aid Society, the
Hispanic National Bar Association, the
Lutheran Immigration and Refugee
Service, the National Association of
Latino Elected and Appointed Offi-
cials, LULAC, and numerous other or-
ganizations, including the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce.

We are not trying to reverse any-
thing. We are only asking that in good
common sense, we grant an extension
for a period of time so that this can be
implemented in an orderly manner so
people know what they are getting
into.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LEVIN. Would the Senator from
Arizona yield for 1 minute for a ques-
tion?

Mr. DECONCINI. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if the
INS had delayed all sanctions, in
effect, for 4 months instead of 1, if
they had administratively said, “Be-
cause of the delay in this handbook,
mainly, being sent out”—and none of
them has been sent out yet, as the
Senator from Arizona points out—"we
are going to refrain from issuing even
a citation for a 4-month period,”
rather than the l-month period for
which they decided to refrain from is-
suing sanctions, would the Senator be
pressing his amendment today?

Mr. DECONCINI. Let me be very
candid with my friend from Michigan.
Had they done that in April or May
when it was clear they were not going
to be ready for this imposition on June
1, I may very well not have offered
this amendment. I would have talked
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to the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
DomeNicil] and my colleague [Mr.
McCaIn].

I might have decided it was not nec-

essary.

They did not do that. We had only
one vote on this floor, and the Senator
from Michigan played a very impor-
tant role. They did not do that. I
cannot say, very candidly, if I would
have done it. Had they cooperated
early on, I may not have found it nec-
essary. But I find it necessary now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. It is interesting for
me to listen to the comments about
the INS, about the most cooperative
agency that I know in the entire Fed-
eral Government with regard to this
issue. I do not know of any other
agency that ever presented its regula-
tions in draft form and said, “Here,
look at them,” or any other agency of
the Government in the 8 years I have
been here that did that, then asked
for comments, and then came back
with the formal regulations and then
a formal comment period.

We are voting on whether to table
the motion to reconsider. I urge my
colleagues to vote no on the motion to
table and allow us to reconsider the
vote. Very swiftly, let me share the
reasons.

Most of our colleagues served in the
Senate during all or part of the nearly
6 years of debate on this issue—6 years
on the Immigration Reform and Con-
trol Act. These Senators know that
this bill was spiritedly debated for I
think nearly 15 days on this floor
during 6 years and it passed at each
Congress by significant majorities.

I think all of us are aware of the
strong bipartisan support that went
into creating a bill like this, carefully
crafted to meet the national need and
interest while receiving a broad-based
support. That happened.

There is not one of us who does not
know of the hours of negotiation, the
conference committee meetings that
took place, the compromises that were
made, to structure a bill of this nature
in this body, and they know also—and
this is the key—that the very essence
of this legislation was employer sanc-
tions, the very provisions which this
amendment would delay. Everybody
knew what was up, especially the em-
ployers of America. I can tell you that.

In the debate last Thursday, the
Senator from Arizona placed in the
Recorp a telegram from various
groups which support this amendment
which, as I say, would delay the en-
forcement. It was an extraordinary
array of groups; almost without excep-
tion they were groups that were out
cutting my bicycle tire for about 6
years. What a strange alliance. Did
anyone believe that they had suddenly
come to wherever they should come to
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support this legislation? They never
have, nor has the Senator from Arizo-
na ever, nor have any of the people
who spoke the other day ever support-
ed this legislation. So I think it is good
to get the English back on the cue ball
and see exactly what is occurring here.

Mr. DECONCINI. Will the Senator
yield on my time for just 20 sec-
on

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield, yes.

Mr. DECONCINI [continuingl. To
correct one statement the Sentor just
said. Even if I did support this legisla-
tion, I have letters in my office dated
during the time that the Senator was
debating it and now they have come
out not opposed to this legislation, in
support of this amendment. I just
wanted the REcorbp to so show.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Senator
from Arizona.

I said most of the groups. The NFIB
did not support the conference posi-
tion, so we want to get it all clarified.

So these are the same groups which,
again, told us that there would be con-
fusion and disarray in legalization, too.
Well, that did not happen. That must
have been disappointing to them. That
is working very smoothly.

The legalization process should
make us all proud. People are coming
forward. That was the one I stuck
with for the whole trip. That is the
one on which I got the most flak. It is
the one people do not like. But they
liked employer sanctions. We dealt
with that on this floor and they had
vote after vote after vote on employer
sanctions. And the House, I can assure
you, is very, very embedded in employ-
er sanctions.

They said there would be confusion
and disarray in legalization. That did
not happen. And now they say there
will be confusion and disarray here,
and in my mind that will not happen.

The amendment will only create
confusion, not reduce it. It will create
that confusion among employees as
well as employers. I think that is a
thing you want to hear carefully. It is
not the employers who are going to be
confused. It is employees.

This amendment also is going to add
significant cost to the public informa-
tion program by requiring the INS to
now reprint its employer handbooks
and denying the INS the ability to use
the IRS for the mailing of the infor-
mation. The contract and the printing
have gone out. It was the Government
Printing Office with UNICOR. They
are at their work.

This amendment will even further
delay the dissemination of informa-
tion to all U.S. employers. I think the
amendment will send just exactly the
wrong signal abroad and in this coun-
try, and that signal will be “Keep
coming illegally because we really are
not serious about control, because we
have set back employer sanctions.”
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Now, that is the message that goes
out. I think that would be a serious
mistake. The bill has had an extraor-
dinary deterrent effect already—some
35 percent less apprehensions in cer-
tain border points, 40 percent at
others. You take away employer sanc-
tions and say that there are no em-
ployer sanctions until October 1, and
you have started the pull factor again,
just exactly what the entire legislation
was directed toward.

Apprehensions, as I say, are dramati-
cally down. The amendment is simply
unnecessary. The INS has delayed en-
forcement now for the entire month of
June and for 1 year—I still believe
people are not hearing this. We will
find out because we will have this op-
portunity to vote once again—the
Commissioner of the INS has said, and
I cite from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
May 21, 1987, page S6991, “During the
first citation period, which extends
from June 1 of 1987, through May 31,
1988, we will not even issue a warn-
ing""—this is the Commissioner of the
INS, for a year, until May 31 of 1988—
“we will not even issue a warning upon
discovery of initial violation, if the vio-
lation is determined to be the result of
misunderstanding of the law.”

I do not know how anything could
be more clear. They have delayed the
enforcement during the entire month
of June and for 1 year promise only to
educate and not to warn or to fine
those employers whose initial viola-
tions are due merely to a lack of
knowledge or misunderstanding about
the law. And there are some additional
reasons to oppose the amendment of
the Senator from Arizona.

If it were retained—and I think you
must hear this. I hope someone may
be listening to these comments, and
we will know soon whether they are
appropriate or not, and I share this
with you as honestly as I can. This
amendment, if the President signed it
today, would change the rules 1 work-
ing day before the entire machinery
goes into place, the scheduled effective
date is June 1.

Then you know that the House of
Representatives is not going to do very
much with this. That is the cradle of
employer sanctions. That is where this
fine, courageous PETER RopiNo worked
for about 15 years to get employer
sanctions on the books. And so this
one is not going to move in my mind in
the House of Representatives in any
way.

I guess, finally, I do understand a
very significant part of this, and I un-
derstand the support, and it may stay
and stick right through. The system is
with regard to the Appropriations
Committee, and this amendment went
through the Appropriations Commit-
tee on a voice vote. It is very difficult
for the members of that committee to
vote against not only their own com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

mittee but the respected Senator from
Arizona. That I know.

I know how the system works. And I
think that that is unfortunate, be-
cause I have talked with several mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee,
who have been very supportive in the
past, who said, “I just happened to get
locked in there. I regret it but I did.”

So I know that supnort system. But
I also say that this amendment is
indeed not timely.

I do not know of any group in Amer-
ica, perhaps other than the perishable
crop industry—and they were vigorous
to a fault at times—that knew more
about what was coming for employers’
sanctions and what would happen to
them if they knowingly hired illegally
documented persons. That is an ex-
traordinary statement. Now we have
the INS and their willingness to do
this extraordinary thing and to do it
until May 31, 1988.

So I think that with the investment
of many years on this delicately craft-
ed legislation—and I am not obsessed
with it—we have much to do. We are
watching it closely. The oversight will
be conducted in the Senate by Senator
Tep KENNEDY, the chairman, myself as
ranking member, and Senator SiMonN
as the other member of the subcom-
mittee.

It still remains a very generous bill,
and that is because of legalization. But
it also remains a tremendously impor-
tant educational process. If you stop
employer sanctions until October 1
and yet do nothing on the tail end of
it, which is May 31, 1988, you have
solved absolutely nothing, except
given a twisted signal to employers,
who might say: “I don't know that's
going on any more. They tell me I'm
confused, but I know one thing—I
guess I better fire a couple of people
between now and October 1.”

That can happen, because, unfortu-
nately, that is happening already in
some situations. But then you have
the illegal employee who says: “It's
time for me to move back, to make the
move, if they are not going to do any-
thing until October 1.”

I think it is a twisted bit of informa-
tion and illogic to send to not only em-
ployers but also employees.

So we have a generous bill and a
very responsive INS; and I hope that
under these circumstances and the
procedural aspects of this activity, we
will vote “no” on the motion to table.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield.

Mr. LEVIN. As the Senator knows, I
was one who supported this bill on
final passage of a conference report.
So I am not one who comes at this
from the perspective of somebody who
opposes the bill, although I had diffi-
culty with some provisions along the
way.
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It seems to me that the issue is not
whether there is going to be a delay in
the enforcement of employer sanc-
tions. There is going to be a delay of 1
month. The INS has administratively
indicated that it is not going to en-
force it for 1 month. The question is
how long that delay will be and by
whom it will be stated—by us legisla-
tively or by the INS administratively.
It seems to me that that is really the
issue.

It is no longer a pure case, because
there has been a delay in the enforce-
ment for the month of June. The
reason for the delay is that this hand-
book, 18 pages of pretty complicated
stuff—I tried to read it last night—is
not going out on time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Wyoming
has expired.

Mr. LEVIN. May I have I minute?

Mr. DECONCINI. I yield 1 minute to
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan.

Mr. LEVIN. The question is this:
There was a 6-month period for a
public information program, mainly to
get this handbook out to the public, 6
million to 7 million employers. That
handbook will not go out until June
20, we have been informed by the
Joint Committee on Printing this
morning. Even according to the state-
ment of Mr. Nelson, of INS, this will
g0 out during June and July. We have
ascertained that June 30 is when it
will be mailed.

If there is good reason to delay this
for 1 month to get this handbook out,
does it not make sense to delay it
longer than June 30, when the hand-
book will not be mailed to some people
until July and, according to the words
of the Joint Committee on Printing
this morning, none will be mailed out
by June 30? Should we not delay this 2
or 3 months to get the handbook out?

Mr, SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1
minute to respond to the Senator from
Michigan?

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President,
how much time does the Senator from
Arizona have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes and 14 seconds.

Mr. DECONCINI. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. President, UNICOR, which is
doing the printing, is not required to
report to the Joint Committee on
Printing, and they will have their ma-
terial going out between June 1 and
10. I think that is very important. At
least, that is what I am advised.

The Senator from Michigan asked
about the administrative possibility, of
taking it administratively until July or
August. There is no attempt here by
the Senator from Arizona to take it
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beyond May 31, 1988, and nothing is
going to happen to people between
now and May 31, 1988, in the United
States of America. So they have not
only taken it 4 months but a year.

Anyone who misunderstands or is
confused on a first violation is not
going to risk any penalties under this
legislation. That is the way it is.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. DECONCINI. I yield 3 minutes
to the Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the position of Sena-
tor DeConcinI. I supported the Sena-
tor from Arizona in committee and I
support his efforts again today. His
provision would extend the public edu-
cation campaign of the new immigra-
tion law for another 4 months.

Last year, Congress passed a deli-
cately balanced immigration bill that
combined a legalization program with
an employer sanctions program. Be-
cause of the complicated nature of the
bill, Congress delayed immediate en-
forcement of both programs for over 6
months. It made the Immigration and
Naturalization Service [INS] responsi-
ble for carrying out a publicity cam-
paign that informed the public about
both programs.

One might ask, why would a liberal
Democrat who voted for this bill when
she was a Member of the House of
Representatives ask for delays? I ask
for that delay and support that delay
exactly because of the reason I voted
for it in the first place: I want it to
work. I want people who are now kept
underground to come aboveground,
and I want us to move in a public way
to process the aliens and protect em-
ployvers who are operating in good
faith. This campaign and legislation
will only work if we have public educa-
tion. But instead of public education,
we have gotten bureaucratic bungling,
continual chaos, and excuses instead
of action:

The final regulations of the law were
published just 4 weeks ago.

The forms employers must use to
document legal employees have still
not been mailed by the INS.

Only a handful of physicians have
been approved to perform medical ex-
aminations for the legalization pro-
gram.

Most important, the INS has not
made an adequate effort to inform
either individuals or businesses about
their responsibilities under the new
immigration law.

The lack of a public education cam-
paign has led to chaos for employers.
Few realize that they are not liable for
fines for employing individuals who
were at work before the law was
signed in November. Few know what
documentation potential employees
must show to prove they can work le-
gally in the United States. There are
many employers who want to do a
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good job and comply with the law, and
we need to help them.

A thorough, well-executed public
education campaign could have
helped—and still can help—the public
to understand and prepare for the new
law.

Also, the INS has not prepared itself
to serve those seeking legalization in
areas where that population exists in
great numbers. I am referring to the
Washington metropolitan area, specif-
ically Montgomery and Prince
Georges Counties, in my own State.
We want to work with INS, but it
turns its back on us.

The local county executive offered
free space to be used for the process-
ing of legislation applications, only to
be turned away. The Archdiocese of
Baltimore and the Medical Society of
Montgomery County volunteered 200
physicians free of charge to process
the legalization of people, and again
INS rejects their offers.

Mr. President, earlier this year I
thought about increasing INS funding
for a broader, more aggressive public
education campaign. But I decided not
to go forward with that idea because
of the fiscal restraints this bill is al-
ready under. The least we can do, if we
are not going to spend money, is to
make an investment in time: Let us do
it once, let us do it right away, and let
us help the people we are most com-
mitted to serving.

We must give the public more time.
With more time, Americans will learn
how to comply with the law. Discrimi-
nation would end, and employees
would comply with the law and not be
subject to fines or criminal penalties.
With more time, people will be able to
understand and prepare for this com-
plicated new law.

(By request of Mr. Byrp the follow-

ing statement was ordered to be print-
ed in the RECORD.)
@ Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I wish to
express my support of Senator DECon-
cINI'’s amendment to extend the 6-
month educational period embodied in
the Immigration Reform and Control
Act of 1986.

As we near the June 1 end of the 6-
month period, it is clear that substan-
tial confusion still exists. Employers
do not yet fully understand the act. As
a result, many employees are being
fired out of a fear that they might
cause the employer to be subject to
sanctions. Many have lost their jobs
merely because of an Hispanic sur-
name.

It appears that the educational in-
formation provided employers by the
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice was not sent until very recently.
Clearly the intent of Congress when
the bill was passed was to allow em-
ployers to become knowledgeable
about the provision of the legislation
before they became subject to its sanc-
tion provisions. This grace period is
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only fair—fair to the employers who
must learn the technicalities of a com-
plex piece of legislation, and fair to
the employees who are legally present
in this country. We must not rush
compliance if that means that many
innocent people must lose their jobs. I
urge support of the DeConcini amend-
ment.@

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona has 35 seconds.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Maryland for
her support.

This is not a liberal-conservative
issue. I understand the system here.

The Senator from Wyoming indi-
cates that people on the Appropria-
tions Committee are locked in. I hope
they are locked in because of good
judgment, just like people who I sus-
pect are locked in because he is the
very respected minority whip, assist-
ant leader, and I understand that, and
I do not hold that against anybody;
nor does the Senator from Wyoming.
But it is important if we can do an or-
derly process by extending this.

INS is not prepared. They, on their
own, have already moved it a month.
As the Senator from Michigan just
pointed out, those regs will not be out
until the end of June. Is it not good
common sense and good government
to extend this 4 months?

I hope my colleagues will vote to
table the motion to reconsider so we
can go on with other business of the
Senate.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to table the motion to recon-
sider the vote whereby the fourth ex-
cepted committee amendment was
agreed to.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
now call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. WALLOP (when his name was
called). Mr. President, the Senator
from Virginia, Senator WARNER, if
present, would vote no. If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote ‘“‘aye”.
Therefore, I with 10ld my vote.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
BimpeEn], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Goregl, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], and the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA] are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] is absent on
official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KeEnneDpY] is paired
with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
GORE].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts would vote “nay”
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and the Senator from Tennessee
would vote “yea.”

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Washington [Mr.
Evans], the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
MurkowsKil, and the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] are neces-
sarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] is absent
on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Dopp). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 47,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 130 Leg.]

YEAS—47
Adams Exon Mikulskl
Baucus Garn Mitchell
Bentsen Harkin Nickles
Bingaman Hatch Pell
Boren Hecht Pryor
Breaux Heflin Reid
Bumpers Helms Sanford
Chafee Inouye Barbanes
Chiles Johnston S
Conrad Karnes Shelby
Cranston Lautenberg Stennis
D’Amato Leahy Stevens
Daschle Levin Symms
DeConcini McCain Wilson
Dixon McClure Wirth
Domenici Melcher

NAYS—43
Armstrong Gramm Pressler
Bond Grassley Proxmire
Boschwitz Hatfield Quayle
Bradley Heinz Riegle
Burdick Hollings Rockefeller
Byrd Humphrey Roth
Cochran Kassebaum Rudman
Cohen Kasten Simon
Danforth Kerry Simpson
Dodd Lugar Stafford
Dole MeConnell Thurmond
Durenberger Metzenbaum Trible
Ford Moynihan Weicker
Fowler Nunn
Graham Packwood

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1

Wallop, for.
NOT VOTING—9

Biden Gore Murkowski
Evans K dy Spect
Glenn Matsunaga Warner

So the motion to lay on the table
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we
have order in the Chamber?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. Senators will
please take their seats and cease con-
versations on the floor.

The majority leader.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope
that the Senate can complete its busi-
ness for the day at no later than 5:30
p.m. today. In the meantime, I also
hope that we can get a list of the
amendments that are yet to be offered
and perhaps reach an agreement that
that list will be held to, that no more
amendments will be in order. That will
assure the Senate, I believe, that we
could complete action on this bill
today or on tomorrow.
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If our staffs could be working to
that end, and if Senators will cooper-
ate, it would be helpful.

How many Senators on the floor at
this time have amendments they
intend to call up?

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I have
two amendments.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I have
one amendment.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. DixoN has two
amendments and Mr. SymMms has one
amendment.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I might
say to the leader I do not require
much time on either amendment.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator identi-
fy the two amendments?

Mr. DIXON. I will say to the leader
I have one amendment to eliminate
the appropriation pertaining to the
$200,000 severance to employees at the
World Bank. That will not require
very much time. I will be glad to have
20 minutes evenly divided on that
amendment.

My other amendment is the Great
Lakes amendment that Senator
BoscHwITZ and other Great Lakes
Senators have joined me on. I would
be willing to agree to perhaps 1 hour
evenly divided. I do not think we
would use it all.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

The Senator from Idaho?

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, the
amendment I propose to offer would
be to strike everything out of the bill
except for the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration farm portion, strike every-
thing else out.

Mr. BYRD. The Senator would be
willing to agree to how much time?

Mr. SYMMS. I do not need much
time. I think 10 minutes equally divid-
ed or 10 minutes to each side would be
adequate.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
think there would be some disagree-
ment to that.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if I
heard the Senator from Illinois cor-
rectly, he has something on the Great
Lakes legislation. I believe that is an
effort to overturn legislation that was
agreed to last year, or modify it some-
what. If that is true, I do not believe it
can be disposed of in an hour.

Mr. DIXON. Will the Senator from
Mississippi yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. The majority leader
has the floor.

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I yield, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. DIXON. I am not trying to
change last year's law, I say to the
Senator from Mississippi. They have
not complied with it. The Senator
from Minnesota, myself, and others
are just saying by this amendment,
comply with the agreement made with
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi, the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. InouYE], and so on. That
is all it is saying. I do not know if that
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will take time or not. That is all we are
doing.

Mr. COCHRAN. If the leader will
yield further, I may have an amend-
ment on the Farm Credit System
which will be offered sometime later.

Mr. BYRD. Very well.

Mr. President, Mr. CocHraN has an
amendment on the Farm Credit
System he may call up. Mr. DixonN has
two amendments, one on the Great
Lakes, the other on golden parachutes.
Mr. SymMs has an amendment. Any
other amendments—I believe Senator
Dobpp, who is presently presiding over
the Senate with a degree of poise,
skill, and dignity that is as rare as a
day in June, also has an amendment.

Are there any other amendments?

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I
may have an amendment on transfer-
ring some of the money in the Agricul-
ture Department to Meals on Wheels.
It looks like an amendment that will
be accepted, but we are working on the
details.

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the leader
yield?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. HATFIELD. Is the leader in
effect getting additional amendments
over and above the ones that were
listed with the comanagers previously?

Mr. BYRD. No, Mr. President, this is
it, because several of those amend-
ments probably will not be called up.

Mr. HATFIELD. If the leader will
vield again, I would ask that the 21
amendments that had been previously
indicated by Senator Gramm of Texas
and other amendments that had been
listed with the comanagers of the
bill—in fact, I think there was a publi-
cation of the Democratic Policy Com-
mittee, a list of about 20. I think we
have about 30 on our side. I would ask
that they be wrapped in to protect
those Senators who are not on the
floor at the moment but think that
their amendments have already been
listed as to be protected.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a good
many of the amendments on the list
have been disposed of. Some of them
will not be called up. As far as I am
concerned, that list is no longer
extant. It does not mean Senators who
have amendments on it will not be
able to call them up. I think we have
to start anew, I am trying to say. I am
not at this point trying to get addition-
al amendments.

I did talk to Mr. GrRamM on yester-
day. He still has in mind 21 amend-
ments or wrapping them all into one.

Mr. HATFIELD. I would like to co-
operate, of course, and proceed with
the amendments as soon as possible.
But I think perhaps we ought to put
out a hotline on our side of the aisle,
at least, to indicate that we are
making up a new list of amendments
and if Senators want to be listed, they
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should then inform the managers of
the bill.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

Does the distinguished acting man-
ager on this side of the aisle know of
any other amendments that Senators
are intending to call up?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President,
Senator Metzenbaum, I think, has
three additional amendments. I think
there is one pending but he says they
will be very quick amendments.

I hope that we can move quickly
today. I do not think it is outside of
the realm of possibility that we could
finish today if Senators would be here
to bring their amendments up.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we
have order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is correct. The Senate
is not in order.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I say, Mr, Presi-
dent, where there are obvious points
of order to be made, it is our thought
that those points of order ought to be
made earlier in the debate rather than
later.

In other words, if a point of order is
going to be made, rather than debate
for 4 hours and make the point of
order, I think it would be our inten-
tion—I spoke to Senator STENNIS
about it—to try to move the bill along
a little faster today and make those
points of order a little earlier so we
could try to get the bill disposed of. So
if Senator HATFIELD desires, we plan to
move right on out today. If you have
an amendment, it ought to be brought
up quickly.

. HATFIELD. Would the leader
yield for a question?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. HATFIELD. May I suggest that
we set a time, perhaps at 11 o’'clock,
for Senators to get the information to
the comanagers of the bill if they
expect to have an amendment and/or
at that point in time, we could say we
are going to move to cut off the
amendments after 11 o’clock. I am just
suggesting a time certain that a Sena-
tor has to get a message to us follow-
ing the hotline so that we are not
waiting around here until noontime to
know what amendments we have to
consider.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, both Sen-
ators have made excellent suggestions.
Mr. JOHNSTON’S suggestion that points
of order be made earlier rather than
later would certainly expedite the
business. The suggestion by Mr. HaT-
FIELD is very appropriate at this time.

I would like to make that announce-
ment and have our respective cloak-
rooms carry that message—for these
reasons: We only have today and to-
morrow, because I have a commitment
that there will be no rollcall votes on
Monday. This means if we do not
finish the bill tomorrow, we cannot
finish it before Tuesday and there is
just no reason this bill should hang
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around until Tuesday. As an indication
of the time we had yesterday, both the
chairman and the two managers spent
a good part of the day urging, cajoling,
threatening, pleading, adjuring, and
just everything to try to get amend-
ments to the floor. There is no reason
why we cannot complete this today or
tomorrow.

So, at 11 o’clock, then, let us try to
get in touch with those Senators to try
to work out some of the problems. At
11 o'clock, we will try to get a reading
on it and hopefully we can accomplish
that.

AMENDMENT NO. 230
(Purpose: To revise the basis for computa-
tion of emergency compensation for the

1986 crop of feed grains)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa is recognized for
the purpose of offering an amend-
ment.

Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr, President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask that it be read. I understand it is
already acceptable for consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY]
for himself and Mr. DoLE, Mr. DURENBERGER,
Mr. Exon, Mr. KEArRNES, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr.
DixonN, and Mr. SIMON proposes an amend-
ment numbered 230.

Mr. GRASSLEY., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 80, line 1T, strike out
$6,653,189,000" and insert in lieu thereof
'$9,423,1890,000".

On page 80, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

EMERGENCY COMPENSATION FOR 1986 CROP OF

FEED GRAINS
Section 105C(e)X(1XDXii) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 7 0.S.C.

1444e(c)(1XD)(ii)) is amended by striking
out “‘the marketing year for such crop’ and
inserting in lieu thereof “(I) in the case of
the 1986 crop of feed grains (other than
oats), the first 5§ months of the marketing
vear, and (II) in the case of the 1986 crop of
oats and each of the 1987 through 1990
crops of feed grains, the marketing year”,

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, my
colleagues will remember that during
debate of the disaster bill for wheat,
Senator DoLE and I offered an amend-
ment that was withdrawn because we
were not able to determine the exact
cost of that amendment. We withdrew
it with an understanding that it would
be brought up later. I appreciate the
attention of my colleagues who, on the
Appropriations Committee, listened to
my arguments during debate on this
appropriations bill.

The situation is this with this
amendment, Mr. President: What we
are doing for corn is simply what we

May 28, 1987

did for wheat on the continuing reso-
lution of last year. If any Members
want to know whether there is a
precedent for this, on October 3, 19886,
we did for wheat what I am asking this
body to consider and do for the corn
farmer right now.

That is simply taking the final defi-
ciency payment for the 1986 crop year,
which will not be paid out to the
farmer until October 1 of this year, 1
year after the crop has been harvest-
ed, and paying it just as soon as this
legislation passes this summer, We will
then be giving that farmer his final
deficiency payment the same way all
deficiency payments have been paid in
the history of farm programs. It was
only delayed for the year we are in be-
cause this Congress felt it necessary to
put part of the cost of the 1986 farm
program into fiscal year 1988 as a
budget gimmick.

So later on we felt that that was
wrong for wheat, and last year this
body passed and the President signed
legislation moving up that advanced
deficiency payment for wheat. I am
asking as a matter of fairness that we
do the same thing for the feed grain
farmers of the United States.

So basically what we are doing is
taking $2.77 billion that would be paid
to the farmers on October 1 and
moving that payment up to this
summer.

Now, of course, the purpose of this is
not any different than for wheat, if
you would read the debate last fall.
The people who proposed that argued
wheat farmers are strapped for operat-
ing capital; it is difficult to get credit;
and what credit can be gotten is very
expensive. The cost of high interest
rates, could be avoided by putting this
money into the farmer’'s pocket now.

This amendment would be putting
that money into the corn farmer’s op-
erating capital just like it was essential
that it be there for wheat farmers.

I think it is this simple, Mr. Presi-
dent, and Members of this body, that
we treat with as much equality as we
can the feed grain farmers, basically
the corn producers of the United
States, the same way we do the wheat
farmers. I know that there is some
question of whether or not this is
really the thing to do because you can
raise a question about the budget
issue, whether this is revenue neutral,
because it does increase the budget for
fiscal year 1987 by $2.77 billion. But at
the same time we are reducing the cost
of the fiscal year 1988 budget by $2.77
billion, so really all we are doing is cor-
recting a flaw in the budget approach
that we used last year for the first
time in history, putting off into the
next fiscal year some of the costs of
the 1986 farm bill just to make the
budget look better. When you consider
the need for equal treatment between
wheat farmers and corn farmers, when
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you consider that it is not going to
cost any more whether we pay it
during the summer—it is still a $2.77
billion budget cost, the way CBO
counts it, as it would be on October 1—
it is eminently fair and something we
ought to do.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Before I yield, I
have a couple colleagues I promised I
would yield to and it is necessary for
me to yield to the Senator from Illi-
nois. I would like to do that, if the
Senator will wait, please, and then I
will respond to anything the Senator
wishes to ask.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, is
the Senator yielding the floor?

Mr. GRASSLEY. No, because I
think the Senator from Illinois wanted
to ask me a question. Did the Senator
from Illinois ask me to yield?

Mr. DIXON. No. I wanted to say to
my distinguished colleague that I am
prepared to speak in support of his
amendment, but I have no question at
this time if he wants to engage in a
dialog with the Senator from Louisi-

ana.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I simply wanted to
say, as I said earlier, we have a lot of
work to do on this bill, and there will
be a point of order made, even though
it is very worthwhile legislation; every-
body from the agriculture area cer-
tainly feels that way, I am sure, but
either we throw away the Budget Act
to the tune of $2.7 billion or we make
a point of order.

As we announced earlier, we are
going to make a point of order, so I
was just wondering whether the Sena-
tor would like to have that point of
order made now and save us some time
or whether he wanted to finish his
speech.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
could I make a parliamentary inquiry
following up a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state the inquiry.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Once the point of
order is made, does that end all
debate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A
point of order is not debatable unless
it is submitted to the Senate, of
course, in which case it would be de-
batable.

Mr. GRASSLEY. OK, that answers
my question. I would like to ask for
some forbearance from the managers
if I could. First of all, I was prepared
to reach, if anybody asked, an agree-
ment for a limit on debate. Senator
DoLE asked that I not do that, so the
request has not been made. I hope
that the managers will give us time for
ample debate on this from both sides.

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is sort of the
threshold question that faces us.
Either we try to finish the bill in a
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reasonable amount of time or let it go
over until next week. It is a tough po-
sition to be in because our colleagues
want to be heard, but the Senator is
taking about 2 or 3 hours of debate
when a point of order is going to be
made and we do not want to be dis-
courteous but we have that threshold
decision to make.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Senator DoOLE is
here so since I was withholding agree-
ment on debate, maybe we could reach
that agreement now.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Senator DoLE has
just said 20 minutes a side, which
would be perfectly fine as far as we
are concerned.

Mr. EXON. How much time?

Mr. DOLE. Twenty on a side.

Mr. EXON. Perfectly all right.

Mr. DIXON. May I have 5?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa has the floor,

Mr. GRASSLEY. It is perfectly all
right with me, I say to the Senator
from Louisiana, if we could have that
limit so that we would have 20 min-
utes on this side controlled by myself.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I strongly would
like a 20-minute time agreement on
each side, but I am just advised that
we may have some objection from
somewhere back in the tombs of the
cloakroom.

The basic question is, Do we move
on with the bill or do we not? I hope
the cloakroom will let us move on.

If the Senator will continue with his
speech, then we will get word from the
cloakroom.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I am going to yield
the floor.

Mr. DIXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise

today to speak in support of the accel-
eration of corn deficiency payments
proposed by Senators DoLE and GRASS-
LEY.
Our agricultural communities are
currently confronted with a financial
crisis. This crisis is exerting a devast-
ing impact on American agriculture
and our rural economy. Falling prices,
combined with the devaluation of
farm land and newly imposed barriers
to export markets, has made it virtual-
ly impossible for our farmers to serv-
ice their debt.

What we now face is a situation
which may wipe out many of our Na-
tion’s full-time farmers. The current
bankruptey rate of farmers is appall-
ing, and if we fail to respond with
measures to provide relief, that rate
will continue to escalate.

The Grassley amendment is one
such method for providing relief. This
proposal, by accelerating the time
schedule for deficiency payment, alle-
viates a considerable amount of credit
problems now facing grain producers.
The acceleration would generate the
operating capital so sorely needed by
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these farmers. For some farmers, this
proposal would enable them to avoid
additional borrowing. For others, it
would offer a mechanism to reduce
their short-term indebtedness. For still
others, who can no longer acquire ad-
ditional credit, the infusion of capital
would enable them to continue farm-
ing and reduce their debts. This bene-
fits not only the farmer but the entire
rural community as well.

An acceleration of this sort is not
without precedent. Similar legislation
was passed prior to adjournment of
the 99th Congress for wheat produc-
ers. We did this for wheat because the
situation was such that it demanded
our attention. The same circumstances
which confronted wheat producers
now exists for producers of feed
grains, and we must meet this situa-
tion with the same resolve, Regardless
of the differences in the growing
season for these crops, we must ensure
that equity between commodity pro-
grams be maintained.

Mr. President, the farm bill provides
for the feedgrain deficiency payment
to be made on October 1. But by
making the payment available now,
thousands of cash-strapped farmers
can receive the money when they need
it most. Over a 2-year period, there is
absolutely no impact on overall Gov-
ernment outlays. The commitment has
been made to the corn farmers. This
amendment merely moves the pay-
ment from fiscal year 1988 to fiscal
year 1987. Thus, relative to the cost to
the taxpayer, there is none. There is
no additional cost whether or not this
money is paid out after October 1 or
before September 30 of this year.

This measure will provide enormous
relief to credit strapped farmers. To
delay these payments will only inhibit
our ability to achieve the greatest ben-
efit from the expenditure. I urge my
colleagues to support this amendment.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. DIXON. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be
20 minutes of debate to a side on this
amendment, to be equally divided,
with no second-degree amendment in
order, to be under the control of the
Senator from Iowa and the manager
of the bill on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I should
like 2 more minutes to conclude, now
that we have the time running.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent agreement having
been entered into, the time is now con-
trolled by the manager of the bill, the
Senator from Louisiana, and the Sena-
tor from Iowa.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
yvield 2 minutes to the Senator.
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Mr. DIXON. I am speaking in sup-
port of the amendment.

Mr. President, I am beginning to be
a little offended—and I do not mean
this in a derogatory manner concern-
ing the managers or anybody else—by
this processs in which my friend from
Iowa and others who feel very strong-
ly about this $2.7 billion are suggest-
ing that we are doing something out of
line by moving this forward as an
outlay into this year, when the supple-
mental came to the floor $2.9 billion
over the budget in the first instance.

The people on the Appropriations
Committee put anything they want to
in these bills, and then the bill comes
to the floor, and when we have con-
cerns—and the Senator from Iowa and
the Senator from Illinois represent
the two biggest corn-producing States
in the Union—now they are saying
that there are all kinds of rules about
how you can amend an appropriations
bill

This bill has more junk in it than
the Kkitchen sink and the kitchen
stove. It has the golden parachute,
$200,000 a head, for 390 people at the
World Bank, all kinds of money for
Central America that I do not support,
all kinds of foreign policy money that
I do not support. The Senator from
Nebraska, the Senator from Iowa, and
other Senators here represent agricul-
tural States and would rather have
the money for the farmers of our
States than send it all over the world.

The point I make is that this bill is
not a pure bill, in the first place. Do
not believe that. This bill already has
a lot of junk in it and exceeds the
budget.

I would like to vote against this bill
because of the shape it is in, but I
might be induced to reconsider if this
corn proposition is allowed. The
money is going to be spent anyway. All
we are saying is that it should be spent
this year and save the American
farmer, instead of spending it the next
fiscal year.

I support the amendment of the
Senator from Iowa with all the enthu-
siasm I can command.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield 1 minute to
the distinguished Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
should like to make one point for the
RECORD.

The Senator from Illinois has made
a rather stong statement about the
“junk in this bill,” as if the farmers
are neglected in this bill. I say to the
Senator from Illinois that $6.6 billion
of this supplemental total is for the
CCC, the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion. I do not think farmers have been
neglected in this bill.

If the Senator does not like certain
items in the bill, he is privileged to
make a motion to delete them. But to
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imply that this whole bill should rise
or fall on the items the Senator from
Illinois does not like—I do not like SDI
and I do not like Central American
aid—but I say to the Senator from Illi-
nois that everything in this body has
to get a consensus of 51 votes.

I do not think it should be implied
that the Appropriations Committee
has neglected the farmers. The farm-
ers are getting the biggest chunk out
of this total bill, only it does not count
as an outlay because of our careful
scoring system. Bear in mind that $6.6
billion is going to the farmers and
other agricultural programs in this
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself 20
seconds.

Mr. President, this may be the only
amendment we are going to be dealing
with on this bill that spends money
which is not new money. This is
money that already has been obligated
to be spent on October 1. All the other
money in this bill is new money.

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I think
the point that has just been made is
the critical factor with regard to this
appropriations bill. There are things
in this bill that this Senator would not
approve otherwise, but I am inclined
to support this bill, primarily for the
reasons just enunciated by my col-
league from Oregon.

Most of the money in this supple-
mental appropriation is for the Com-
modity Credit Corportion, money that
is owed the farmers by a previous bill.
It is not in the exercise of our concern
for agriculture that we are putting the
Commodity Credit Corporation money
in. It is an obligation that was passed
by this body some time ago.

I simply remind my good friend from
Oregon that sometimes we need more
than a b51-vote consensus in this
body—a la the holdup on the consider-
ation of the Department of Defense
authorization bill, which cannot even
be brought up until we have a consen-
sus of 60 Senators. I hope that, sooner
or later, reason will prevail on that
side of the aisle and we can pick up
one vote, either from the Senator
from Oregon or someone else on that
side, so that we can at least begin dis-
cussion of the defense authorization
bill.

With respect to the point at hand, it
is important that we move this bill for-
ward and that we get it out today, so
that we can finish the bill, send it to
the President for his signature, and
get the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion moving to the farmers. In fact,
that is even more important, in the
short run, than moving up the corn
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deficiency payments which have been
adequately described. I associate
myself with the remarks of my col-
league from Iowa and my colleague
from Illinois with respect to the need
for this legislation, because, overall, it
has no impact whatsoever on the
budget or the budget deficit.

Mr. President, I support the amend-
ment to move forward the final por-
tion of the 1986 feedgrain deficiency
payments.

The 1985 farm bill was riddled with
problems. This is one problem that
can be fixed today without taking up
substantive and possibly more contro-
versial policy questions.

This amendment addresses a genu-
ine inequity created between corn
farmers and wheat farmers who have
already had their final deficiency pay-
ments moved forward. The amend-
ment also gets rid of some of the
“smoke and mirrors” which were put
in the 1985 farm bill to make it look
less expensive by forcing payments
into the following fiscal year.

Mr. President, I know Nebraska corn
farmers are tired of the fiscal “smoke
and mirror” tricks we use in Washing-
ton. The corn farmers who will receive
these payments have already ‘“made
good” on their end of the deal; they
made their contribution to the farm
program in the spring of 1986. To wait
until the fall of 1987 for the Govern-
ment to do likewise is simply asking
too much.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment which recognizes our obli-
gations and does not create new spend-
ing authority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
vield 3 minutes to the junior Senator
from Nebraska.

Mr. KARNES. Mr, President, I rise
today as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment offered by Senator DoLE and
Senator GrassLEY allowing 1986 feed
grain participants to receive their final
deficiency payments now rather than
after October 1, 1987. While this
amendment has the effect of moving
outlays scheduled for fiscal year 1988
forward into fiscal year 1987, it will
not increase total spending for the
combined 1987 and 1988 fiscal years.
Passage of this amendment will prove
beneficial to an estimated 100,000 feed
grain producers in my State of Nebras-
ka, as well as to an estimated 1.4 mil-
lion feed grain producers throughout
our Nation.

This amendment will prove benefi-
cial to producers because it provides
an infusion of earned income at a time
when 1987 production capital is criti-
cally needed and at a time when the fi-
nancial infrastructure of our Nation's
rural economies desperately need help
dealing with the adverse impacts
caused by the problems in rural Amer-
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ica. I want to note I refer to earned
income because we are discussing a
payment resulting from participation
in the 1986 feed grain program which,
among other things, required a 17%
percent unpaid diversion of corn acre-
age, So what I am saying is, indeed,
producers have met all of the require-
ments of program participation for
1986 and their crop that has been pro-
duced and harvested and is in the bins.
Therefore, the payment has in fact
become earned.

While we frequently see positive sig-
nals coming from our agricultural in-
dustry, I think everyone will agree
that all is not well in rural America.
U.S. agriculture is in the difficult tran-
sition of moving from a domestic in-
dustry to an international industry.
The international marketplace is vola-
tile and subject to political and eco-
nomic externalities far beyond the
principles of supply, demand, and pro-
duction efficiencies. To protect U.S.
producer income from these external
market forces, Government programs
have been designed to form a safety
net. It is incumbent upon us to assure
this safety net is designed and admin-
istered in the most effective manner
possible. Passage of this amendment is
a method of enhancing this effective-
ness by improving the cash-flow of our
agricultural industry—an industry
which generates one-fifth of our Na-
tion’s gross national product.

During development of the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985, this body decided to
extend from 5 months to 12 months
the marketing year on which to com-
pute the season average price and the
resulting deficiency payment for feed
grain program participants. One of the
objectives of this change was to pro-
vide for potential budget savings be-
cause the potential for a lower defi-
ciency payment is greater when com-
puted on a 12-month rather than 5-
month season average price. Any con-
cept which has the effect of reducing
outlays is a worthy cause in this Sena-
tor’s view. However, I am not aware of
any forecast which would indicate the
1986 season average price for 12
months will result in any budget sav-
ings. Therefore, with a whole industry
in urgent need of help, I believe we
should be responsive to this need and
exercise this opportunity to boost the
economy of rural America by expedit-
ing a payment which has already been
earned during 1986.

Congress, as part of the 1987 con-
tinuing resolution, passed similar legis-
lation for wheat producers. The same
concepts which were valid for passage
of that legislative action are valid for
this legislative action. This amend-
ment can be viewed simply as a matter
of program equity.

Mr. President, I urge the support of
my colleagues for the adoption of this
amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield 3 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this is
the third time that the distinguished
Senator from Iowa has had this
amendment up, and he is well aware of
my position on it. I am sympathetic to
the concern of the Senator from Iowa
that we expedite payments to farmers
to ease some credit problems in agri-
culture.

But I have to say that if there is a
point of order on this, a budget point
of order, I am going to have to vote
against his position because the
amendment would raise outlays in
fiscal year 1987 by $2.77 billion.

I realize that over the 2 years that
the costs wash out.

The Senator from Iowa both here
and in the Appropriations Committee
has been extremely fair, accurate, and
honest as he always is in spelling out
these items.

But if we add this $2.77 billion on
top of the $30.2 billion CBO is already
expecting us to spend on agricultural
programs in fiscal year 1987 we are
telling the taxpayers that these pro-
grams need nearly $33 billion. I fear
that the patience of the taxpayer will
soon wear thin as farm program costs
appear to escalate. This could jeopard-
ize the entire range of Government
programs for farmers. As chairman of
the Agriculture Committee, I am truly
concerned about a backlash against
the farm programs that are so very
important in Senator GRASSLEY’S own
State.

Mr. President, one of the reasons
Senator GrassLEY brought up earlier
as a justification for moving this
money forward was that some corn
farmers were having problems arrang-
ing production credit loans. Loans
needed to plant their crops. Mr. Presi-
dent, the National Corn Growers Asso-
ciation indicated on May 20 that 95
percent of the corn crop was already
in the ground. USDA tells us that 97
percent was planted by May 24. Do we
need $2.77 billion just to get the final
3 percent planted?

The credit issue raised by Senator
GRrassLEY takes me back to my origi-
nal point. Moving this money will take
outlays for the agricultural function
in fiscal year 1987 to almost $33 bil-
lion. Senator GRrASSLEY is aware that
we have a credit problem in agricul-
ture. The Farm Credit System recent-
ly announced that it could require
about $6 billion in direct or indirect
Federal assistance. To solve this prob-
lem may—I repeat may—require us to
come before this body and ask for
some additional funds.
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How is it going to look to our more
urban members if they think that
spending on agriculture is doing noth-
ing but going up. That the $30 billion
number which we had last week needs
to go to $33 billion and then $35, or
$37 or $40. I don't think we want to
get ourselves in that position when
this serious, long-term credit issue is
going to come before us.

Mr. President, I will vote to support
a budgetary point of order against the
Grassley amendment.

I raise again the concern that we do
not want to raise the overall costs of
the farm program even more. I men-
tion this just so all Senators will un-
derstand my position and why I will be
supporting the budgetary point of
order. It is not because I do not share
the concern of the distinguished Sena-
tor from Iowa and others in this
matter. I do. I just would not want to
see this moved into the 1987 budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GraaAM), Who yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa yields 5 minutes to
the Senator from Kansas.

FEEDGRAIN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, Senator
GrassLEY and I are offering an amend-
ment to make the final portion of the
1986 feedgrain deficiency payments
immediately available. Advancing
feedgrain payments will allow produc-
ers to receive money now when spring
credit needs are greatest, instead of in
October, as established in the 1985
farm bill.

My colleagues are well aware of the
interest Senator GrassLey and I have
had in this matter. It seems like a
fairly simple amendment, but we have
encountered a bookkeeping problem.
Because the amendment would shift
the payments from October of this
year to this spring, the final portion of
the deficiency payment ends up cross-
ing fiscal years.

Even though we are not increasing
total spending by a single penny, and
even though farmers will receive no
additional income payments as a result
of the amendment, there are those
who would raise an objection on the
basis that the amendment increases
the 1987 budget deficit. This seems to
ignore the reality that the 1988 budget
deficit would be reduced by the same
amount,

I am not trying to debate the merits
of the budget process. I am simply
saying that many of my colleagues and
I saw an opportunity to provide pay-
ments to farmers to help with spring
planting and credit needs by giving
them the money they would receive in
October now. Many farmers, who have
expressed support for the amendment
will find it difficult to understand that
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a bookkeeping problem could prevent
what may be critical financial assist-
ance,

CALCULATION

The method established in this
amendment would calculate feedgrain
deficiency payments for the 1986 crop
on a 5-month, weighted average price,
as was the case prior to the passage of
the 1985 farm bill.

A HELPFUL CHANGE

Mr. President, I would underscore
that this change in the method of cal-
culating feedgrain deficiency pay-
ments will provide producers with $2.8
billion in income payments during
spring planting, when credit needs will
be greatest. The proposal has no
impact on overall Government outlays
since the feedgrain deficiency pay-
ments will be made regardless of
whether payments are made now or in
October.

EQUITY

This change will also ensure equity
between commodity programs since
Congress did pass similar legislation
prior to adjournment of the 99th Con-
gress for wheat. Congress made the
change for wheat since the amount of
the deficiency payment was already
known. The same situation now exists
for feedgrains. We should not discrimi-
nate against feedgrains simply because
they have a different growing season.

Mr. President, I appreciate the lead-
ership of the distinguished Senator
from Iowa and of both Senators from
Nebraska, the Senator from Illinois
and others.

If we were trying to create a new
program, then I think we would be in
real trouble.

I would recall, as those who joined,
and some who almost joined in passing
the 1985 farm bill would, that this was
one of the areas of discussion at that
time.

What this really involves is book-
keeping. This is only bookkeeping. We
are not talking about some new pro-
gram. We are moving outlays from one
year to the next. Last year we moved
them into fiscal 1987 to make it look
smaller. Now we would like to change
that to make it more realistic and to
give corn the same privilege that
wheat received as far as advanced pay-
ments are concerned.

I know that the amendment does
change the outlays.

But the amendment would shift pay-
ments from October of this year to
this spring, and this spring is practi-
cally over. By the time this bill is
passed and everything is implemented,
a lot of the spring planting is going to
be done. But it would still be a big ben-
efit to a lot of farmers. Maybe for
some farmers, it would not make any
difference. But anyone who believes
that there has been total recovery in
rural America just has not been there.
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I am not speaking just about the
Midwest. I am speaking about the
South. I am speaking about producers
of all kinds, whether they be corn or
wheat or sugar or tobacco or rice or
cotton.

We have made some progress, but we
are not there yet.

With this amendment we are not in-
creasing the total spending by a single
penny. Farmers are not going to re-
ceive any additional income. They are
just going to receive it a little earlier
and they are going to save a little on
interest payments, so they will not
have to borrow money at the bank.
They are going to be able to pay some
of their bills, which might help other
people in their rural areas pay some of
their bills.

It is a substantial amount of money,
but it is not a new program. It is not
like some of the other amendments
that have been offered.

I would not try to debate this on the
merits of the budget process because,
frankly, I am not certain there are
many merits to debate on the budget
process. If we debated the budget
process merits it would not take long.
Some of us would like to change the
budget process, some on both sides of
the aisle.

I am just saying that to many of my
colleagues, that I saw an opportunity
to provide payments to farmers to
help the spring planting and credit
needs by giving them the money they
would receive in October. It is going to
be June, July, August, September. We
are talking about 4 months, probably 3
months by the time this is implement-
ed. But this would still be a benefit to
a great many farmers.

I find it difficult to see how a book-
keeping problem could prevent what
may be critical financial assistance.

The method established in this
memoranda would calculate feed grain
deficiency payments on 1986 crops on
a 5-month weighted average price that
was the case prior to the passage of
the 1985 farm bill.

I just suggest this is an important
amendment. I know that those of us
who represent farmers may be out-
numbered in this body, but keep in
mind—and I would say this—if you do
not eat, do not worry about the
farmer.

Consumers have the best food bar-
gain in the world in America. Only
about 10 percent of our disposable
income goes to food, down from 17
percent in the last decade. And that is
because farmers have been so efficient
and so productive.

They may get a Federal subsidy, but
the indirect subsidy is to the American
consumer because of lower prices in
the marketplace.

There is just this one little opportu-
nity, and I know the USDA opposes
the amendment. At least, I understand
there is to be a letter up here in oppo-
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sition. But it is hard to argue on the
merits. You can argue against this as a
violation of the budget process. But
this amendment also provides equity
for a certain group of farmers.

I would just hope that all those who
helped put together the 1985 farm bill
and some of those who were not quite
certain of the 1985 farm bill would
join together now in trying to imple-
ment this very important provision.

Again, I thank my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, This hasto be a
bipartisan effort. It is a bipartisan
effort. Farmers really are not looking
to see whose amendment it is, but they
are trying to find some way, in a very
difficult period for a number of farm-
ers, to get one more crop in without
borrowing a lot of money and paying a
lot of interest. And this amendment
would be very helpful.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. President, all of us, especially
those of us from agricultural States,
have tremendous sympathy for the
farmer. But I think we must point out
that the Department of Agriculture
and the OMB oppose this matter. I
ask unanimous consent that a letter
from Richard E. Lyng, Secretary of
Agriculture, and James C. Miller III,
Director of OMB, dated May 27 and
addressed to Chairman STENNIS be
printed in the RECoORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL’HJ‘RE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, May 27, 1987.
Hon. JouN C. STENNIS,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
_ DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Administration
is opposed to any amendment to move for-
ward the final 1986 feed grain deficiency
payments from a 12-month marketing year
price calculation to a 5-month marketing
year calculation. Since advance 1987-crop
deficiency and diversion payments have
been offered, the need for additional income
is not critical at this time. The peak need
for credit or income to meet production ex-
penses has already passed, and most crops
will have been planted before any final defi-
ciency payments that are moved forward
could be made. In addition, cash farm
income is expected to be record high this
year and crop prices have shown increased
strength in recent weeks.

The Administration opposed moving for-
ward final wheat deficiency payments last
fall. Our concern at that time was that a
precedent would be established. Efforts to
move forward these payments regardless of
need appear to confirm our fears, If $2.9 bil-
lion of feed grain deficiency payments were
moved forward, this would transfer FY 1988
outlays to F'Y 1987. Commodity Credit Cor-
poration (CCC) appropriations including
the $6.6 billion in the pending supplemental
would not be sufficient to finance these in-
creased outlays and the Administration
would oppose any additional spending that
would result from final 1986 feed grain defi-
ciency payments being moved into FY 87.
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As you know, the CCC has been without op-
erating funds since May 1. This action
would raise the real possibility of another
funding crisis before the end of this fiscal
year.

Further, if final feed grain deficiency pay-
ments were to be based on the first 5
months of the marketing year rather than
the whole marketing year, this would in-
crease outlays in most years due to the fact
that prices normally rise during the remain-
der of the marketing year. If such a change
were perpetuated, budget exposure could be
increased. Also, the Congress agreed to
switch to the 12-month calculation during
the conference for the 1985 Farm Bill to
help curb program outlays.

In short, the amendment is contrary to ef-
forts to reduce program spending and to
lower the Federal budget deficit.

Sincerely,
RicHARD E. LYNG,
Secretary of Agricul-
ture.
James C. MILLER III,
Director of Office of
Management and
Budget.

Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. President, this
amendment to make deficiency pay-
ments on corn now rather than in Oc-
tober is simple fairness. The Govern-
ment must make these payments even-
tually. The payments should be made
now, when farmers need the money
most, instead of in the fall, when it is
more convenient for Government
bookkeeping.

Farmers in South Dakota are grow-
ing increasingly and justifiably frus-
trated with the Government's adminis-
tration of farm programs. This supple-
mental appropriation is a classic exam-
ple of the reason for that frustration.

The Commodity Credit Corporation
has ceased operations four times in
the last 18 months because it has hit
its borrowing ceiling. Farmers, expect-
ing their payments in a timely
manner, were forced to wait for money
we had promised them while Congress
debated emergency appropriations,
just as we are doing today.

Mr. President, this amendment
would help ease some of the frustra-
tion. The Government is obligated for
these payments. The money will be
spent, the question is whether or not
the payments should be made now or
in October.

If our purpose for these payments is
to help America’'s farmers, as I believe
it is, then the answer clearly is that we
should make the payments earlier in-
stead of later.

Farmers need the money now. The
time when farmers are short of cash
and face hefty expenses is in the
spring. Holding the payment until Oc-
tober does not help farmers, it only
helps the Government with an ac-
counting problem. That is not enough
justification to hold money that the
Government owes farmers. Further-
more, farmers are not compensated
with interest for the time they are
without this money.
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Delaying these payments until Octo-
ber is simply not fair. On behalf of
South Dakota farmers—who have
enough frustrations without the Gov-
ernment adding to that burden—I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join in cosponsoring the
amendment to move up the final defi-
ciency payment for feed grains. The
amendment provides for equal treat-
ment of corn farmers and other feed
grain farmers.

Many farmers have had problems
obtaining credit to plant this year’s
crop and have had to pay high interest
rates for that credit. Distributing the
final deficiency payment now would
allow these farmers to pay some debts
and reduce their interest expenses.
Many farmers operate on a very small
margin and the difference between
paying 11- or 12-percent interest for 6
months and not having to pay that in-
terest may be the difference between a
profit or a loss.

The amendment also would treat
feed grain farmers in the same
manner as wheat farmers. Due to
changes made last fall, wheat produc-
ers received their final deficiency pay-
ment last December instead of this
summer. This helped wheat farmers.
Now we simply are asking that feed
grain farmers be treated the same.

Finally, I would like to emphasize
that this amendment does not really
have any budget impact. These pay-
ments will be made in any event. If
they are made now instead of this fall,
the cost to the Federal Government
will be the same.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to join in support of this amendment.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President,
they make two points: first, that, if
this money were moved forward, the
$6.6 billion in CCC funds would not be
sufficient to cover the year and it
would create “the real possibility of
another funding crisis before the end
of this fiscal year.”

Mr. President, I also point out that
in the Budget Committee CBO has
scored this as budget authority of a
$2.77 billion increase and an outlay in-
crease of the same amount, $2.77 bil-
lion.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, how
much time do I have left and also the
other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 8 minutes and 10 seconds left
under the control of the Senator from
Iowa and 12 minutes and 10 seconds
under the control of the Senator from
Louisiana.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

First of all, the Senator from Louisi-
ana raised a very legitimate point that
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has been raised by the Department of
Agriculture, and our amendment an-
swers both of those.

So, for the record, understand that
when you are telling people how to
vote, do not show them this letter, be-
cause this letter does not speak to my
amendment. Because we did increase
by $2.77 billion the CCC borrowing au-
thority so it is not going to run out
any sooner than it previously did.
Second, we took care of the oat pro-
gram costs which could range between
$8 million to $10 million. We did that
by making that by excluding oats. So
that is taken care of.

I want to take this opportunity, Mr.
President, to respond to the concerns
of Senator LeanY, and, I suppose, we
all need to be reminded of what pro-
grams cost and that there can be tax-
payers' revolts. But I think that is
very much answered from the stand-
point of the fact that this is just
taking the $2.77 billion that will be
spent on October 1 and spending it
during this summer, with no addition-
al amount of money coming out of the
Treasury.

Second, I think that I ought to raise
the point for Senator Leany—and I
am sorry he is not here, but if he
wants to respond, I will give him the
time to respond—the second point—is
that all the points that Senator LEAHY
raised could have been raised against
the wheat program when last fall we
did exactly for wheat what we are
doing this spring for corn, just advanec-
ing that final payment to where it tra-
ditionally has been in farm programs.
anyway. We never waited this long in
our farm programs for final deficiency
payments. This is the first time, and it
was done for budget gimmickry rea-
sons.

I want to suggest that Senator
LeEaHY nor anyone else raised those ob-
jections when we did it for wheat, so
why is it legitimate that those ques-
tions be raised now for corn?

Finally, Senator LEaHY is very con-
cerned about the farm situation. He
has visited my State and took a lot of
time to hear what the problems are
out there.

I yield myself 1 more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator yields himself an additional 1
minute.

Mr. GRASSLEY. He has been very
sympathetic and understanding with
those problems, working with myself
and other Senators from the upper
Midwest trying to solve those prob-
lems. But Senator LEany did send out
a letter in support of the amendment
that the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. ConraDp] and I were going to offer
to the budget resolution that was
going to put some more money into
the agriculture function. Senator
Leary sent out a letter in support of
our amendment. He pointed out how
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in 1985 165 farms went out of business
every day in the United States; farm
losses in 1986 were running at 100 to
125 a day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa has used his addi-
tional minute.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself 1 ad-
ditional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator yields 1 additional minute.

Mr. GRASSLEY. This is very impor-
tant for urban people to consider. Sen-
ator LEanY's letter further stated that
since one-fifth of American jobs are
farm-related, farm problems all too
quickly become urban problems. So
what we are doing with this amend-
ment is trying to keep some of those
farmers operating that Senator LEAHY
has already expressed very much con-
cern, and legitimately so.

I reserve the balance of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
would be prepared to yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Kansas, Senator DoOLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa yielded 1 minute to
the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am not
going to speak on the bill, but I
wanted to speak to my colleagues on
this side of the aisle about trying to
finish this bill today. It seems to me
there is no reason it cannot be done. 1
do not know how many amendments
are on that side, but we are down to, I
think, a handful. I think most Mem-
bers are willing to give very short time
agreements.

Senator HeELms indicated he has two
amendments. I am not certain we will
get a time agreement all the way
around, but he would be willing to
take 10 minutes on a side. We would
have to check that with everyone.

I certainly want on the record that I
want to cooperate with the leadership
on that side and this side to finish this
bill by 5:30 today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute to respond to
the distinguished minority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
very much agree with that. I think, if
we wish, we can finish today by 5:30. I
hope all Senators are ready with their
amendments. The list has shrunk a
great deal from yesterday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Does the Senator
want to yield back his time?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, unless the
majority leader wishes time.
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Mr. President, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana has yielded
back the balance of his time.

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yvield back the balance of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Nebraska had reserved
30 seconds.

The senior Senator from Nebraska
has yielded back the 30 seconds.

The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

ON AMENDMENTS

Mr. BYRD. Mr, President, first, I
thank the staffs on both sides and
Senators on both sides for cooperating
in the effort to narrow down and to
lock in the remaining amendments so
that the Senate will know that, when
it has reached the end of the road on
these amendments, that is it, it is time
to vote on the bill.

Mr. President, I am ready to try to
put the request, if the managers and
acting managers are ready.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remaining amendments
be limited to the following:

A Conrad amendment, re possible
strike. For now I am reading from the
Legislative Bulletin that is published
by the Democratic Policy Committee
on which certain amendments were
listed some days ago.

So, the Conrad amendment, re possi-
ble strike, was on that list. The Cran-
ston-D’Amato amendment to restore
funds for the homeless; the Dixon
amendment, re CCC shipments and
use of Great Lake ports; the Domenici
amendment, re REA; the Domenici
amendment regarding EPA; the Do-
menici amendment regarding home-
less; 21 Gramm amendments to strike
certain provisions in the bill; the
Grassley-Dole amendment regarding
feed grains payments.

Mr. DOLE. That is up now.

Mr. BYRD. That is up now.

The Harkin amendment regarding
the Antioch Law School; the Heflin-
Shelby amendment re Head Injuries
Center at the University of Alabama,
Birmingham; a Hollings amendment re
SBA; an amendment by Mr. JOHNSTON,
for Mr. INOUYE, on wind energy; an
amendment by Mr. CransTON to add
funds to meet State requests for AIDS
educational prevention programs; an
amendment by Mr. METZENBAUM to re-
store funds for unemployment offices;
an amendment by Mr. METZENBAUM re-
garding orphan drugs; a Cranston-
Murkowski amendment regarding $20
million for veterans homeless; a Simon
amendment regarding Chicago litiga-
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tion settlement; a Proxmire VA loan
guarantee amendment; a Dixon
amendment to remove the World
Bank golden parachute; an amend-
ment by Mr, SimoN having to do with
South African development; a Levin-
Gramm motion to recommit with in-
structions; an amendment by Mr.
McCLURe with reference to the park
system; an amendment by Mr.
D'AMATO, a Persian Gulf amendment,
with a question mark; an amendment
by Mr. CocHRAN having to do with the
farm credit; three amendments by Mr.
HeLMs: one on AIDS, one for a report
on assistance to South Africa, and one
on the deployment of the ICBM; an
amendment by Mr. Dobp on the
golden parachute, World Bank, trans-
fer for student exchanges with Central
America.

Mr. President, some of these amend-
ments I suppose might not be called
up, but I would like to close the list, if
I could. We have had our cloakroom
make inquiries. The list that I have
read is a list so far as we can deter-
mine on this side and, I believe, in co-
operation with the other side. We
have been able to narrow down the
amendments to those I have enumer-
ated.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield?

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. SYMMS. Was the majority
leader reading just the amendments of
the majority party?

Mr. BYRD. No; of both parties.

Mr. SYMMS. I did not hear the ma-
jority leader mention the Symms
amendment.

Mr. BYRD. I mentioned it earlier. It
should be included.

Mr. SYMMS. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. CRANSTON. Will the majority
leader yield?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. CRANSTON. I will be glad to
reach a time agreement on the home-
less amendment I have. On the home-
less measure, which is the next up, a
half-hour evenly divided would be fine
with me.

Mr. BYRD. Is there objection? A
half-hour evenly divided on Mr. CRAN-
STON'S amendment dealing with the
homeless.

Mr. DOLE. All right.

Mr. BYRD. I make that request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. And with no amend-
ments to the amendment be in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I understand that
Senator DomeNIict will have the
second-degree amendment on that par-
ticular amendment. I do not have a
problem with any of the others.
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Mr. BYRD. I do not have a problem
with amendments to amendments
except when we stack votes. If we
stack votes, it is important to rule out
amendments to amendments when
they can come in and have a vote
without any debate at all.

Mr. CRANSTON. They would have
to be germane.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Will the majority
~ leader restate the unanimous-consent
request?

Mr. BYRD. That on the amendment
by Mr. CransTON there will be a time
limitation of 30 minutes to be equally
divided, provided further that the
amendments be germane.

Mr. DOLE. Let there be one amend-
ment in order to the amendment that
would be germane.

Mr. BYRD. One amendment by Mr.
DomMmeNIcI be in order, provided it be
germane. What would the time limit
be on that?

Mr. DOLE. Ten minutes on a side.

Mr. BYRD. Very well. I make that
request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRANSTON. Will the majority
leader yield further?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. CRANSTON. On the other
amendments I have—one with Mr.
MurkowsKl and an AIDS amend-
ment—if we could, I would like to ar-
range for each of those to be the next
two amendments after the homeless,
and I will agree to a brief time on each
of those. Ten minutes equally divided.

Mr. BYRD. I make that request.

Mr. DOLE. As 1 understand, we
cannot do it on the AIDS amendment,
but we can on the homeless.

Mr. BYRD. That on the homeless
amendment there be a time limitation
of 10 minutes equally divided and that
that follow the other homeless amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. CRANSTON. On the AIDS, can
we agreed to a time limit?

Mr. DOLE. Let me check. I would
have to check. I will be happy to try to
work it out.

Mr. CRANSTON. Could we have the
AIDS amendment follow the two
homeless amendments?

Mr. BYRD. If there is no objection, I
will make that request.

Mr. DOLE. Let us try to find a time
agreement. Otherwise, we might hold
up 20 other amendments while we are
trying to work that out.

Mr. BYRD. Very well. I thank Mr.
CRANSTON.

I add to the list an amendment by
Mr. PeLL, which has to do with the
Moscow Embassy language, and an
amendment by myself which I may
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offer to delete bill language on the De-
partment of the Interior.

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, reserving
the right to object on the overall re-
quest by the distinguished majority
leader, there is an additional amend-
ment by Senator Weicker which I un-
derstand is technical in nature, which
would not require a rollcall. It is not a
money amendment. And there is an
amendment by Senator Symms to
strike everything out of the bill except
the CCC authorization, which would
nic:lt require more than 10 minutes on a
side.

Mr. JOHNSTON. There would be an
objection to the Symms time agree-
ment.

Mr. DOLE. In addition to that, if I
could have the majority leader's atten-
tion, I think he named all of the
amendments on this side except I
think Senator McCLURE had an
amendment on the parks systems, Sen-
ator D’AmaTo had a Persian Gulf
amendment, Senator CocHRAN had an
amendment to the Farm Credit Act,
Senator Heims had three amend-
ments—one on a South African report,
one on AIDS as it relates to immi-
grants, and one on ICBM deployment.

Mr. BYRD, Yes; I did list those,

Mr. DOLE. All those were listed?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. DOLE. And one question with
reference to the amendment by the
distinguished Senator from Texas. As
I understand, the Senator from Texas,
Senator GramMM, would be willing to
offer 1 strike amendment with offsets
and transfers which would replace the
20 strike amendments.

Mr. BYRD. I mentioned the 21
amendments but I think the clarifica-
tion by the distinguished Republican
leader should be part of the agree-
ment.

Mr. DOLE. That would be an addi-
tional one strike amendment,

Mr. BYRD. Yes. He would have that
flexibility.

Mr. GRAMM. Would the distin-
guished majority leader yield?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. GRAMM. 1 would also like to
make it clear that this unanimous-con-
sent agreement would in no way elimi-
nate the right of the Senator from
Texas, or any other Senator, to raise a
point of order against the overall bill
at any point during deliberations.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Are you asking for
unanimous consent on that?

Mr. GRAMM. I was asking if any-
thing in this unanimous-consent
agreement would limit the ability of
this Member or any other Member to
raise the point of order which lies
against the bill which has been with-
held to give us an opportunity to work
our will and see what the final product
looks like. I just want to reaffirm that
should this unanimous-consent re-
quest be accepted, that that would not
eliminate the right of this Senator, or
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any other Senator, to raise that point
of order.

Mr. BYRD. I have not put the re-
quest, but as formulated thus far, the
request does not waive the point of
order nor does it waive waivers of the
point of order.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Nor does it set
time agreements.

Mr. BYRD. No; it does not. It is an
attempt to narrow the listing so that
Senators will know what amendments
remain and hopefully we finish this by
tomorrow. Otherwise, we cannot finish
this until next Tuesday, or we will
come in Saturday.

Mr. DOLE, Will the majority leader
yield for one additional request? Sena-
tor HATFIELD could have an amend-
ment if something happened as yet
unidentified. It would be a germane
amendment relevant to the bill,

Mr. BYRD. Very well. I would in-
clude that. I suppose we would have to
include one germane amendment to
the amendment, not knowing what the
amendment would be at this time.

I also understand Mr, CRANSTON has
a fallback amendment on homeless. I
would like to include that, and then I
would like to swing the ax.

I make the request that this be the
list.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any objections to the unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I have a
very small noncontroversial DOD
amendment that may be agreed to. I
am sure I can add that to the list, to-
gether with one germane amendment
to the bill. In other words, two John-
ston amendments.

Mr. BYRD. Could we identify them?

Mr. JOHNSTON. The DOD amend-
ment has to do with Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense for Comptroller.
Really, that is a general description.

The other germane amendment is as
yvet to be specified. Frankly, it is a
backup amendment, actually.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I guess in
fairness to everyone, I would have to
include that there be a germane
amendment in order to the unidenti-
fied germane amendment. That is
what I asked a moment ago on the
other side.

Mr. DOLE. I am advised I may offer
one amendment that would strictly
fund a study that had been approved
in previous legislation. That would be
just one amendment I have.

Mr. BYRD. Would it be fair to in-
quire what the study is about?

Mr. DOLE. I have an amendment
which I will be offering this afternoon.
The amendment would sell CCC-
owned commodities to finance two
commissions passed in 1985. The first
commission, the National Commission
on Agricultural Policy, was established
in the 1985 farm bill, and the second,
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the National Commission on Agricul-
tural Finance, was established in the
Farm Credit Amendments Act of 1985.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be no
points of order waived on these re-
quests.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope
that no Senator will now come in and
ask for amendments without notifying
not only the managers but the joint
leadership so we can keep this as tight
as possible.

I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT 230

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has been yielded back.

The Senator from Florida.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, if all
time has been yielded back, pursuant
to section 311(a) of the Budget Act, I
raise a point of order against the
Grassley-Dole amendment. The
amendment would cause additional
outlays in fiscal year 1987, approxi-
mately $2.8 billion. The total outlay
level set forth in the fiscal year 1987
budget resolution, as I have an-
nounced previously, has already been
exceeded. Therefore, any amendment
to the bill which would cause in-
creased outlays in fiscal year 1987
would be subject to a point of order
under section 311(a). This amendment
has the effect of advancing feed grain
deficiency payments by several
months. Therefore, it increases the
outlays. It is a clear violation of the
Budget Act under section 311.

I believe it is important to note that
while the proponents consider the
amendment to be deficit-neutral over 2
years, the outlay cost could be sub-
stantial. The U.S. Department of Agri-
culture believes the amendment would
cost as much as a billion dollars over
the next 5 years. This is because the 5-
month feed grain price is generally
lower than the 12-month price, there-
by resulting in higher deficiency pay-
ments.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that moving to the 5-month price was
a congressional decision made in the
1985 farm bill as a cost-cutting meas-
ure. To abandon this procedure now
will lead us to higher farm price sup-
port payments. Therefore, it seems to
me that we should not be wanting to
waive the point but that we should be
wanting to uphold the point. I there-
fore make the point of order.

Mr. HATFIELD. Would the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. CHILES. I shall be happy to
yield.

Mr. HATFIELD. It is my under-
standing that the amendment not only
violates the Budget Act in outlays, but
also in budget authority. I believe we
are, at the present time, $1.3 billion
under in the supplemental, under the
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budget authority. Adoption of this
amendment would put us $1.4 billion
over the budget authority.

So it not only violates the Budget
Act outlays but, according to my fig-
ures, it violates the Budget Act in rela-
tion to budget authority.

Does the Senator agree to that or
affirm that observation?

Mr. CHILES. It may not put us quite
over. I think we have perhaps $3.9 bil-
lion left. I see we have a dispute on
that. But I think it is clearly over, a
clear violation.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
would the Senator yield?

Mr. CHILES. I yield.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I would like to
clarify something because of some-
thing the Senator from Florida said.

On that $1 billion cost, we do not
change the marketing year for the re-
maining years of the farm program
through 1990. If we did that, the Sena-
tor's statement would be correct. But
since we only do it for this year that
we are in, that $1 billion cost is not
there.

Mr. CHILES. The Senator is techni-
cally correct but once we begin swap-
ping these costs over there, I think it
is clear that we would have to consider
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair informs Senators that a point of
order is not debatable.

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
move to waive the Budget Act. I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to waive the Budget Act. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Evans]
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
MurKOWSKI] are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. WarNER] is absent
on official business.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Bipen], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] is absent on
official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHELBY). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 33,
nays 60—as follows:
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[Rolleall Vote No. 131 Leg.]l

YEAS—33
Baucus Dixon Matsunaga
Bond Dole McClure
Boren Durenberger McConnell
Boschwitz Exon Melcher
Bumpers Ford Pressler
Burdick Grassley Pryor
Cochran Harkin Simon
Conrad Hatch Specter
D'Amato Karnes Stevens
Danforth Kassebaum Thurmond
Daschle Kasten Wilson

NAYS—60
Adams Heflin Pell
Armstrong Heinz Proxmire
Bentsen Helms Quayle
Bingaman Hollings Reid
Bradley Humphrey Riegle
Breaux Inouye Rockefeller
Byrd Johnston Roth
Chafee Kerry Rudman
Chiles Lautenberg Sanford
Cohen Leahy Sarbanes
Cranston Levin Sasser
DeConcini Lugar Shelby
Dodd McCain Simpson
Domeniei Metzenbaum Stafford
Fowler Mikulski Stennis
Garn Mitchell Symms
Graham Moynihan Trible
Gramm Nickles Wallop
Hatfield Nunn Weicker
Hecht Packwood Wirth

NOT VOTING—1T

Biden Gore Warner
Evans Kennedy
Glenn Murkowski

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHELBY). On this vote, the yeas are 33,
the nays are 60. Three-fifths of the
Senators duly chosen and sworn not
having voted in the affirmative, the
waiver is not agreed to. The point of
order is well taken, and the amend-
ment falls.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS., Mr, President, I have
an amendment that I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment would not be in order at
this time.

Mr. SYMMS. I apologize.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California is now recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 231

(Purpose: To add appropriations for
homeless housing programs)

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from California [Mr. CRAN-
sToN] proposes for himself and Mr.
D'AmaTto, Mr. MoYNIHAN, Mr. MITCHELL,
and Mr. Dopp an amendment numbered 231.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 161, between lines 14 and 15,
insert the following:
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE

(a) TRANSITIONAL HOUSING DEMONSTRA-
TION PrOGRAM.—For an additional amount
for the transitional housing demonstration
program carried out by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development pursuant
to section 101(g) of Public Law 99-500 or
Public Law 99-591, $60,000,000.

(b) EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANTS FPRO-
craM,—For an additional amount for the
emergency shelter grants program carried
out by the Department of Housing and
Urban Development pursuant to section
101(g) of Public Law 99-500 or Public Law
99-591, $80,000,000.

(c) Secrion 8 ExistinG HousinGg.—The
budget authority available under section
5(c) of the United States Housing Act of
1937 for assistance under section 8(b)(1) of
such Act is increased by $50,000,000 to be
used only to assist homeless families with
children.

(d) SEcTION 8 ASSISTANCE FOR SINGLE
Room Occurancy DweLLINGS.—The budget
authority available under section 5(c) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 for as-
sistance under section 8(e)(2) of such Act is
increased by $35,000,000 to be used only to
assist homeless individuals,

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION

VETERANS' DOMICILIARY CARE AND CARE FOR
VETERANS WITH CHRONIC MENTAL ILLNESS
DISABILITIES

({TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for ‘“Medical
Care”, $20,000,000, to remain available
through September 30, 1988, of which
$10,000,000 shall be available for converting
to domiciliary-care beds underutilized space
located in facilities (in urban areas in which
there are significant numbers of homeless
veterans) under the jurisdiction of the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs and for fur-
nishing domiciliary care in such beds to eli-
gible veterans, primarily homeless veterans,
who are in need of such care, and of which
$10,000,000 shall be available, notwithstand-
ing section 2(c) of Public Law 100-6, for fur-
nishing care under section 620C of title 38,
United States Code, to homeless veterans
who have a chronic mental illness disability:
Provided, That not more than $500,000 of
the amount available in connection with
furnishing care under such section 620C
shall be used for the purpose of monitoring
the furnishing of such care and, in further-
ance of such purpose, to maintain an addi-
tional 10 full-time-employee equivalents:
Provided further, That nothing in this para-
graph shall result in the diminution of the
conversion of hospital-care beds to nursing-
home-care beds by the Veterans' Adminis-
tration; and amounts appropriated in other
paragraphs of this title are hereby reduced
by a total amount of $20,000,000 by pro rata
reductions.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
am pleased to offer this amendment
together with Senators D’Amarto,
MoYNIHAN, MITCcHELL, and Dobpb.

The amendment would provide fund-
ing for the Urgent Relief for the
Homeless Act, which was approved by
the Senate with an overwhelming vote
of 85 to 12. A vote for our amendment
will be a vote to fulfill a solemn com-
mitment that the Senate made only a
month ago.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the results of the record vote
on the Urgent Relief for the Homeless
Act be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber who
desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 85, nays
12, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. T4 Leg.]
YEAS—85

Adams, Baucus, Bentsen, Bingaman,
Boren, Boschwitz, Bradley, Breaux, Bump-
ers, Burdick, Byrd, Chafee, Chiles, Cohen,
Conrad, Cranston, D'Amato, Danforth,
Daschle, DeConcini, Dixon, Dodd, Dole, Do-
menici, Durenberger, Evans, Ford, Fowler,
Glenn, Gore, Graham, Grassley, Harkin,
Hatch, Hatfield, Hecht, Heflin, Heinz, Hol-
lings, Inouye and Johnston.

Karnes, Kasten, Kennedy, Kerry, Lauten-
berg, Leahy, Levin, Lugar, Matsunaga,
McCain, McConnell, Melcher, Metzenbaum,
Mikulski, Mitchell, Moynihan, Murkowski,

Nickles, Nunn, Packwood, Pell, Pressler,
Proxmire, Pryor, Quayle, Reid, Riegle,
Rockefeller, Sanford, Sarbanes, Sasser,

Shelby, Simon, Simpson, Specter, Stafford,
Stennis, Stevens, Thurmond, Trible, Wallop,
Weicker, Wilson and Wirth.
NAYS—12
Armstrong, Bond, Exon, Garn, Gramm,
Helms, Humphrey, Kassebaum, MecClure,
Roth, Rudman and Symms.
NOT VOTING—3
Biden, Cochran and Warner.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, we
need not repeat here the case for pro-
viding help to homeless Americans—
large and growing numbers of whom
are families with children, veterans, el-
derly people and the mentally ill
Compelling arguments have been
made in many eloguent speeches by a
number of my colleagues, by State
Governors, by mayors and other local
officials, and by private citizens who
have personally tried to alleviate this
problem. The reality of the suffering
is there for all to see.

In my view, the people of this
Nation want an effective solution to
his disturbing national crisis. A recent
Time magazine poll showed that 71
percent of the American people be-
lieve that Federal spending to aid the
homeless should be increased.

The Senate-passed Urgent Relief for
the Homeless Act responded to that
public pressure. It is a prudent re-
sponse to the most pressing needs of
homeless Americans. The bill was de-
veloped on a bipartisan basis as the
result of hard work by many Senators.
It was developad with active participa-
tion of the Senate leadership of both
parties as well as the chairman and
ranking minority members of the vari-
ous committees of jurisdiction.

A central objective has been to get
help out to homeless individuals and
families just as quickly as possible. We
have no time to lose if relief is to be in
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place before the winter hits once
again. After appropriations are en-
acted, lead time of several months will
be needed before the new shelter and
services can actually be available at
the local level.

The appropriations supplemental
now before us is clearly the appropri-
ate vehicle. It would be wrong to wait
for a later bill.

The bill now before us does provide
appropriations for some elements of
the Urgent Relief for the Homeless
Act. But is would deny funding for the
special housing assistance that is the
greatest need for homeless people and
that is the very heart of the homeless
relief package.

Mr, President, our amendment
would provide needed help to our
country’s most helpless people. Now
that spring is here, their suffering
may have moved off the front page
and the evening news. But winter will
soon be back with vengeance and lives
will be lost that this amendment could
save.

Our amendment would simply pro-
vide funding at levels anticipated in
the Senate passed homeless bill.

First, the amendment would provide
$80 million for the Emergency Shelter
Grant Program. These funds would
expand the availability of basic shelter
and related services to homeless indi-
viduals.

Second, the amendment would pro-
vide $60 million for the Transitional
Housing Program, under which local
government and nonprofit organiza-
tions would be able to provide housing
and supportive services for people who
need temporary help in making the
transition to independent living.

Third, this amendment would appro-
priate $50 million for a special allot-
ment of 1,900 section 8 certificates to
help homeless families with children.
The need for this assistance is enor-
mous, and many local communities
have found that this kind of rental as-
sistance can be very effective.

Fourth, it would provide $35 million
in additional assistance for moderate
rehabilitation of single room occupan-
cy buildings, which many cities need
to provide longer term shelter for
homeless elderly people and other in-
dividuals with special needs.

ASSISTANCE TO HOMELESS VETERANS

Mr. President, I also am delighted to
note that our amendment includes an-
other provision to carry out the provi-
sions of the Senate-passed homeless
authorization bills, HR. 558 and S.
477, specifically with respect to veter-
ans. Our amendment would thus allo-
cate to the assistance of homeless vet-
erans $20 million out of the total
amount proposed to be appropriated
for initiatives specifically relating to
homelessness—that amount is $362.5
million including the first part of our
amendment.
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Mr. President, various estimates in-
dicate that a third of the approximate-
ly 350,000 homeless persons in Amer-
ica—some say half or more—are veter-
ans, and, as chairman of the Veterans’
Affairs Committee, I strongly believe
that the special congressional initia-
tive to deal with the tragedy of home-
lessness should include efforts to help
deal specifically with the plight of
those homeless persons who have
served in our Nation's Armed Forces.

The $20 million our amendment
would allocate to the VA's medical
care account, to be derived from pro
rata reductions in the other items in
the bill as proposed to be amended
providing funding for programs specif-
ically for homeless individuals, would
be divided in two equal parts. Half
would go to increasing the VA's capac-
ity to furnish eligible veterans, primar-
ily homeless veterans, with domiciliary
care, a form of institutional care com-
bining room and board with medical
and rehabilitative services aimed at
enabling the veteran to return to inde-
pendent functioning in the communi-
ty. The other half would go toward
the furnishing of contract halfway-
house and other community-based
psychiatric residential treatment,
under section 620C of title 38, United
States Code, to homeless veterans who
are suffering from chronic mental ill-
ness disabilities.

Both of these programs which would
receive funding under this provision
derive from legislation passed by the
Senate this year—and in one pertinent
respect by Congress as a whole. In
Public Law 100-6, the joint resolution
enacted on February 12 making funds
available primarily to FEMA's Emer-
gency Food and Shelter Program, Con-
gress enacted a provision offered by
Senator MurkowsKI to authorize the
VA to provide halfway-house and
other community-based contract treat-
ment to certain homeless and other
chronically mentally ill veterans and
to appropriate $5 million to the VA for
that purpose. On March 31, in section
105 of S. 4717, the proposed Homeless
Veterans’' Assistance Act of 1987, the
Senate passed provisions, which I pro-
posed in the Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee, specifically requiring that the
authority enacted in Public Law 100-6
be utilized to conduct a pilot program
for homeless veterans who suffer from
such disabilities, with expenditures of
$5 million in fiscal year 1987 and $10
million in each of fiscal year's 1988
and 1989 specified. On April 9, the
Senate again passed those provisions
in section 906 of H.R. 558, the pro-
posed Urgent Relief for the Homeless
Act.

In those same two bills, the Senate
also passed a provision—section 107 of
S. 477 and section 908 of H.R. 558—
aimed at expanding the VA’s capacity
to provide domiciliary care for home-
less eligible veterans. Under that pro-
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vision, the VA would be required,
except to the extent that the Adminis-
trator of Veterans’ Affairs may deter-
mine it to be impractical, to covert un-
derutilized space in VA facilities locat-
ed in areas with substantial popula-
tions of homeless veterans to 500 do-
micilary beds for the care of veterans
in need of domiciliary care, primarily
those who are homeless. That provi-
sion also included a proviso, which is
reiterated in the provision in our
amendment, that the domiciliary con-

versions involved not result in the dim-

inution of the conversion of VA hospi-

tal-care beds to nursing-home-care
beds.

Mr. President, I note that the
House, before passing the fiscal year
1987 supplemental appropriations
measure on April 23, adopted an
amendment proposed by Representa-
tive MONTGOMERY, chairman of the
House Veterans' Affairs Committee, to
allocate to the VA $20 million of the
amounts being provided in title IV of
the bill, “Urgent Relief for the Home-
less.” Under that provision, the entire
$20 million would be used solely for
expanding VA domiciliary-care pro-
grams. Although I agree fully that $20
million should be made available for
assistance for homeless veterans, I be-
lieve that the funds would be better
used if, as is proposed in our amend-
ment, they were targeted specifically
on the needs of homeless veterans and
were divided between community-
based treatment for chronically men-
tally ill veterans and domiciliary care.
In my riew, this division of the funds
would, in a manner already twice ap-
proved by the Senate, both ensure the
adequacy and continuity of funding
for the new program of community-
based treatr:zent for homeless, chron-
ically mentally ill veterans and enable
the VA to undertake a well-targeted
program of expanded domiciliary care
for homeless veterans.

Mr. President, I greatly appreciate
the cooperation of the chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee, Mr.
PrOXMIRE, in working out this part of
the amendment about which Senator
MURKOWSKI, our committee’s ranking
minority member and former chair-
man, and I wrote him last month, and
I ask unanimous consent that the text
of our letter of April 29, 19817, be print-
ed in the REcorbp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbD as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC, April 29, 1987.

Hon. WiLLiaM PROXMIRE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on HUD-Inde-
pendent Agencies, Commitiee on Appro-
priations, Senate, Washington, DC.

Dear BirL: We are writing to urge that,
during the Appropriations Committee's
markup of H.R. 1827, the proposed “Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1987", as the
Chairman of the Appropriations Subcom-
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mittee with jurisdiction over Veterans' Ad-
ministration programs you seek to include
in that measure, on our behalf, the enclosed
provision to allocate to the assistance of
homeless veterans $20 million of the total
amount proposed to be appropriated for ini-
tiatives specifically relating to homeless-
ness. Various estimates indidate that a third
of the approximately 350,000 homeless per-
sons in the United States—some say half or
more—are veterans, and we strongly believe
that the special Congressional initiative to
deal with the tragedy of homelessness
should include efforts to help deal specifi-
cally with the plight of those homeless per-
sons who have served in our Nation's Armed
Forces.

The provision we propose would allocate
to the VA's medical care account $20 million
to remain available through September 30,
1988. That amount would be divided in two
equal parts. Half would go to increasing the
VA's capacity to furnish eligible veterans,
primarily homeless veterans, with domicili-
ary care, a form of institutional care com-
bining room and board with medical and re-
habilitative services aimed at enabling the
veteran to return to independent function-
ing in the community. The other half would
go toward the furnishing of contract half-
way-house and other community-based psy-
chiatric residential treatment, under section
620C of title 38, United States Code, to
homeless veterans who are suffering from
chronic mental illness disabilities,

Both of the programs for which we are
proposing funds derive from legislation
passed by the Senate this year—and in one
pertinent respect by the Congress as a
whole, In Public Law 100-6, the joint resolu-
tion enacted on February 12 making funds
available primarily to FEMA's Emergency
Food and Shelter Program, Congress en-
acted a provision offered by Senator Mur-
kowski to authorize the VA to provide half-
way-house and other community-based con-
tract treatment to certain homeless and
other chronically mentally ill veterans and
to appropriate $5 million to the VA for that
purpose. On March 31, in section 105 of 8.
477, the proposed ‘“Homeless Veterans' As-
sistance Act of 1987”, the Senate passed
provisions specifically requiring that the au-
thority enacted in Public Law 100-6 be utli-
tized to conduct a pilot program for home-
less veterans who suffer from such disabil-
ities, with expenditures of $5 million in FY
1987 and $10 million in each of FYs 1988
and 1989. On April 9, the Senate again
passed those provisions in section 906 of
H.R. 558, the proposed “Urgent Relief for
the Homeless Act”.

In those same two bills, the Senate also
passed a provision—section 107 of S. 477 and
section 908 of H.R. 558—aimed at expanding
the VA's capacity to provide domiciliary
care for homeless eligible veterans. Under
this provision, the VA would be required,
except to the extent that the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs may determine it to be
impractical, to convert underutilized space
in VA facilities to 500 domiciliary beds for
the care of veterans in need of domiciliary
care, primarily those who are homeless.
This provision also included a proviso,
which is reiterated in the enclosed draft ap-
propriation provision we now propose, that
the domiciliary conversions involved not
result in the diminution of the conversion of
VA hospital-care beds to nursing-home-care
beds.

We note that the House, before passing
the FY 1987 supplemental appropriations
measure on April 23, adopted an amend-
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ment proposed by Representative Montgom-
ery, Chairman of the House Veterans' Af-
fairs Committee, to allocate to the VA $20
million of the amounts being provided in
title IV of the bill, “Urgent Relief for the
Homeless”. Under that provision, the entire
$20 million would be used solely for expand-
ing VA domiciliary-care programs. Although
we agree that $20 million should be made
available for assistance for homeless veter-
ans, we believe that the funds would be
better used if, as we propose, they were tar-
geted specifically on the needs of homeless
veterans and were divided between commu-
nity-based treatment for chronically men-
tally ill veterans and domiciliary care. In
our view, this division of the funds would, in
a manner already twice approved by the
Senate, both ensure the adequacy and conti-
nuity of funding for the new program of
community-based treatment for homeless,
chronically mentally ill veterans and enable
the VA to undertake a well-targeted pro-
gram of expanded domiciliary care for
homeless veterans.

As always, we greatly appreciate your
strong commitment to the needs of the Na-
tion’s veterans and urge your favorable con-
sideration of this request.

With warm regards,

Cordially,
AraN CRANSTON,
Chairman.
FRANK MURKOWSKI,
Ranking  minority
member.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
who voted for the Urgent Relief for
the Homeless Act, to vote today in
support of this amendment and ensure
that promises made are promises kept.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield to
the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. CRANSTON. Yes, of course.

Mr. DOMENICI. In the unanimous
consent agreement it has been stated
that the Senator from New Mexico re-
served the right to offer a second-
degree amendment to the amendment
of the Senator from California.

I want to tell the sponsors of this
amendment in the Senate that I do
not intend to offer a second-degree
amendment. In the event the amend-
ment that is pending were to fail
either on a point of order or other-
wise, then I would offer my amend-
ment as a freestanding amendment,
but I do not intend to offer it as a
second-degree amendment.

I wanted to make sure the Senate
knows it and the Senator from Califor-
nia knows it.

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Sena-
tor. That is good news. I hope the
amendment does not fail so the
amendment will not be needed.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, as a
cosponsor of the amendment offered
by Senators CransToN and D’Amarto, 1
am pleased that the Senate today will
have an opportunity to complete
action on housing assistance for the
homeless.

As we all know, on April 9 the
Senate approved the Urgent Relief for
the Homeless Act by an overwhelming
85-12 vote. That bill was the first step
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in aiding the homeless and authorized
$225 million in housing assistance. Ad-
ditional funds were authorized under
the legislation for mental health
grants, education programs for chil-
dren, vocational and literacy programs
for adults, and grants for organiza-
tions working with homeless individ-
uals with drug or alcohol problems.

The $225 million in housing funds
authorized under the Urgent Relief
for the Homeless Act represented
more than 50 percent of the funds
going toward helping the homeless.
This is consistent with the priorities
we set in committee sessions in exam-
ining the legislation. First, these are
people without housing and therefore
housing funds were a large component
of the authorization bill. And second,
many of these people have problems
preventing them from securing hous-
ing and therefore funds were author-
ized to address some of those prob-
lems. _

The supplemental appropriations
bill under consideration today has no
funds specifically allocated for hous-
ing. It makes little sense to me to pro-
vide funds to address some of the
problems the homeless have without
addressing their main problem—their
lack of housing.

The Urgent Relief for the Homeless
Act approved by the Senate author-
ized $80 million for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development
[HUD] Emergency Shelter Grants
Program—a program that provides
funding for the renovation, major re-
habilitation, or conversion of buildings
to be used for temporary emergency
housing for the homeless. Under cur-
rent law, $10 million is available for
this program in fiscal year 1987. But
that amount is not enough to meet the
current demand for shelter.

The House of Representatives ap-
proved $100 million for the Emergency
Shelter Grants Program in its supple-
mental approved just a short time ago.
But the supplemental now under con-
sideration, in contrast to the authori-
zation bill the Senate approved last
month, provides no funds for emergen-
cy shelter grants.

The Urgent Relief for the Homeless
Act approved by the Senate author-
ized $60 million for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development
[HUD] Transitional Housing Demon-
stration Program—a program that pro-
vides funding for transitional housing
and supportive services for the home-
less, particularly those capable of
moving into independent living. Under
current law, $5 million is currently
available for this program in fiscal
year 1987. But, like the Emergency
Shelter Grants Program, that amount
is not enough to meet the current
demand.

The House of Representatives ap-
proved $30 million for the Transitional
Housing Demonstration Program in its
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supplemental bill. But again, contrary
to the authorization bill approved last
month, the Senate supplemental bill
contains no funds for transitional
housing.

The Urgent Relief for the Homeless
Act approved by the Senate author-
ized $50 million for HUD'’s section 8
rental housing assistance certificate
program, which was earmarked specif-
ically for homeless families with chil-
dren. In addition, the act authorized
$35 million for HUD's section 8 moder-
ate rehabilitation program for reha-
bilitating single room occupancy
[SRO] housing for the homeless.

These two programs are especially
important in areas where housing is
simply not affordable for low income
individuals or units are available but
are substandard. The supplemental
under consideration today provides no
funds for the section 8 programs.

The Urgent Relief for the Homeless
Act approved by the Senate author-
ized funds for homeless veterans. The
legislation specifically proportionately
reduced other titles in the authoriza-
tion bill to provide for veterans assist-
ance. Yet, the supplemental now
under consideration would not provide
this assistance either.

To be homeless means more than to
be without housing, often it means
being in poor health. And for many
with no money, clothing, food, or the
simplest of possessions it means a com-
plete and utter loss of identity.

But our commitment to the home-
less begins with the foremost necessity
in life, adequate shelter. We affirmed
that objective by approving the
Urgent Relief for the Homeless Act
last month. We need to reaffirm that
objective in the supplemental.

It makes little sense to ignore the
most central problem facing the home-
less. We authorized these housing
funds and I firmly believe we should
not renege on those promises. I urge
my colleagues to support the amend-
ment today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr, President, I am
pleased to cosponsor this amendment.

I find it kind of difficult to under-
stand how there should be any sub-
stantial opposition to this amendment.

As my distinguished colleague from
California pointed out, the housing
provisions of the Urgent Relief for the
Homeless Act of 1987 passed over-
whelmingly, 85 to 12, In that passage,
we exhibited a clear commitment to
provide immediate Federal assistance
to housing for the homeless. Yet we
find that we did not provide any dol-
lars whatsoever as it related to hous-
ing for the homeless. There is approxi-
mately $137.5 million as it relates to
health and human services needs, but
as it relates to the housing needs,
there are no dollars.
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There are some who say when this
bill comes to conference we can take
care of this shortcoming. As a practi-
cal matter, we cannot. There are areas
that will not be conferenceable. For
example, although the House bill con-
tains provisions for emergency shelter
grants, although the House provides
dollars for transitional housing grants,
not one penny of money has been pro-
vided as it relates to permanent hous-
ing for the homeless, probably the
most crucial area.

Do we really want a Nation where
we have shelters in every major city
for thousands and thousands of people
which will be called temporary shelter
and that is the answer for the home-
less?

I do not believe so. So we have pro-
vided desperately needed dollars—$85
million. It does not seem to me that
that is a terribly significant amount
for this entire Nation to provide sec-
tion 8 funds, permenent dollars for
housing needs, to attempt to deal with
this phenomena which will continue to
ETOW.

Let me commend my colleague, the
senior Senator from Florida, for work-
ing to see to it that there were dollars
in HHS to deal with the problems that
so many of these families and these in-
dividuals find themselves in.

Mr. President, I believe that this is
an issue that we do not need extended
debate on. This is an opportunity
where we measure the statements that
someone makes with respect to their
actions. If we are committed to doing
something in this area, then we should
be supportive of this amendment.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment, also.
Clearly, we have a national need. I am
not suggesting, and the Senator from
California is not suggesting, this is the
answer, but it is at least a partial re-
sponse. We judge whether we are a
civilized society not by how we pander
to the whims and wishes of the rich
and the powerful but by how we help
people who are really in need. And
that is what this amendment address-
es. So I support it.

Let me take 1 additional minute, in
addition to speaking on this, to com-
ment on the amendment adopted the
other day offered by our colleague
from South Dakota, Senator PRESSLER.
It dealt with the African situation. It
dealt with the issue of necklacing. I
oppose necklacing. I know everybody
in this body does. The front-line states
oppose it.

But the State Department now in-
forms me—and I am one who voted for
the Pressler amendment—the State
Department informs me that their ini-
tial reading is that, as a result of the
Pressler amendment, if it should be ac-
cepted in the conference, it would in
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fact deny all economic aid to the
front-line states. That clearly is not
what we intended.

I have checked with the Parliamen-
tarian. Since the motion was made to
reconsider and that was tabled, there
is no way, without really tying up this
body in a way that I do not want to do,
to move ahead on this.

I met with a number of African am-
bassadors yesterday. They are very
concerned about what has happened.

The way to handle it, obviously, is to
get rid of the Pressler amendment in
conference or adopt a different kind of
an amendment that makes clear we do
not approve of necklacing. But, I
would add, none of the front-line
states approve of necklacing.

But the amendment is so drafted—
and I am not suggesting this was the
intent of Senator PressLEr—but the
amendment is so drafted that it helps
South Africa. That was not the intent
of the Members of this body who
voted for it, and I hope it can be taken
care of in conference.

But, again, on the immediate amend-
ment, I think it is a step in the right
direction and I am going to be sup-
portive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise
today to support the amendment to re-
store funds for homeless programs to
H.R. 1827, the supplemental appro-
priations bill. These programs are of
great interest to me and I believe of
significance to this body if we intend
to eradicate homelessness in this
Nation.

The Senate-passed version of H.R.
558, the Urgent Relief for the Home-
less Act, authorizes $225 million to be
appropriated for fiscal year 1987 to
expand existing housing programs
under the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, specifically for
homeless persons. The provisions are
as follows:

First, for the Emergency Shelter
Grants Program, $80 million;

Second, for the Transitional Hous-
ing Demonstration Program, $60 mil-
lion;

Third, for section 8 Emergency
Housing Assistance Certificates, $50
million; and

Fourth, for the section 8 Single
Room Occupancy Moderate Rehabili-
tation Program, $35 million.

The D'Amato-Cranston amendment
would restore the funding needed to
implement these programs.

The Senate must act now if these
housing programs, along with the
other homeless initiatives, are to be in
place by the 1987-88 winter.

When we speak of homeless persons,
we are talking about a significant
number of families with children. Ac-
cording to a recent survey conducted
by the partnership for the homeless, a
reputable interfaith group in New
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York which operates this country's
largest private shelter network, 35 per-
cent of the homeless population con-
sists of families with children. This
makes families the largest group
within the homeless population.

In the past, we have heard the ad-
ministration estimate that there are as
few as 250,000 homeless persons.
Moreover, we have heard private orga-
nizations estimate that there are as
many as 3 million homeless persons.
Whether the number is 250,000 or 3
million, Mr. President, we must act
now to assist these families and other
homeless persons, especially in light of
the severe winter that battered our
States.

While this amendment presents a di-
lemma for many of us as we think of
the current budget deficit, I also know
that should the House and Senate not
act swiftly in approving this legisla-
tion, the national homeless tragedy
will only worsen.

I believe that the provisions of this
amendment, combined with the other
homeless initiatives in the bill, will
lead to independence and stability for
many homeless persons.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to approve this amendment.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
rise to speak today in support of the
budget waiver for the Cranston-
D’Amato supplemental appropriations
amendment necessary to provide the
urgent funding required for emergen-
cy housing, transitional and perma-
nent housing for America’s homeless,
and principally, our Nation’s homeless
families. Additionally, the amendment
includes $20 million for our homeless
veterans. As a member of the Appro-
priations Committee, I was deeply dis-
appointed when the committee report-
ed the s